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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Area Superfund Site
Garden City, Town of Hempstead, Nassau County, New York

Superfund Site Identification Number: NYSFN0204234

- STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's

selection of a remedy for the Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Area

Superfund Site (Site), which is chosen in accordance with the requirements of the

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as

amended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. Section 9601, et seq., and the National Oil and Hazardous

Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part-300. This decision document"
explains the factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy for the Site. The attached

index (see Appendix Il1) identifies the items that comprise the Admlmstratlve ‘Record upon

which the selection of the remedy is based.

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) was consulted
on the planned remedy in accordance with CERCLA Section 121(f), 42 U.S.C. Section
9621(f), and it does not concur at this time with the Record of Decision pending review of
the environmental easement requirements (see Appendix 1V).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the Site, if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedy includes the following components:

° Pre-Design Investigation of the Contaminant Plume: A pre-design investigation will
be conducted to collect information for the remedial design. The pre-design

investigation will include: installation of at least three multiport monitoring wells; a
pumping test; and infiltration tests at the Nassau County recharge basin #124. -



Groundwater Modeling: The preliminary three-dimensional groundwater model will
be updated for the remedial design. Up-to-date contaminant distribution data will
~ be collected from the pre-design investigation, and used to update the contaminant
plume maps. The lithology and Site-specific hydraulic conductivity obtained during
literature review and the pumping test will be incorporated into the model.

The improved groundwater model with up-to-date contaminant data will be used to -
select the final location(s) of groundwater extraction well(s) and discharge options
for treated groundwater for the remedial deS|gn :

Stage Il Cultural Resource Survey: If ground intrusion such as well drilling or pipe
routing are planned in any areas specified as sensitive for archeological resources
during the Stage 1A cultural resource survey, a Stage |l survey will be conducted. -

Groundwater Extraction Well: To reduce the contaminant concentrations reaching
the two supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11, a groundwater extraction well(s) will
be installed south of SVP/GWM-4. A new remedial extraction well SVP-4E will
capture the contaminant plume upgradient of SVP/GWM-4, while ensuring that the
‘pumping capacity of supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11 is not affected. The final
location and number of extraction wells required will be determined after the pre-
design investigation is completed and the groundwater model is updated.

Ex-Situ Groundwater Treatment: A low profile air stripper will remove the volatile
organic compound (VOC) contaminants. During the remedial design, additional
treatment technologies (including liquid - phase carbon adsorption) may be
considered if additional information suggests the need for treatment following air
stripping. The treated water will meet groundwater and surface water dlscharge
standards.

Discharge of Treated Groundwater: The treated groundwater will be discharged to .
“the local Nassau County recharge basin #124. During the remedial design, results
of infiltration tests will be used to calculate the capacity of the recharge basin. Run-
off from a representative rain event will also be calculated to verify the available
capacity for treated groundwater dlscharge

Evaluation and Upgrade of the Air Strippers at Supply Wells GWP-10 and GWP-11:
~ An ‘evaluation of the conditions of the air strippers will be conducted. Any
necessary upgrade or replacement of the air strippers will be evaluated. The
upgrade or replacement costs of the air strippers WI|| be estimated based on the
condition of the existing treatment system.



- Vapor Intrusion Sampling: There is concern, based on prevnous sampling results,

that Site-related vapor may migrate into the commercial buildings to the west of the
mall. Vapor intrusion sampling will be conducted at six buildings during the winter
heating season. Vapor mitigation systems will be installed, if further sampling
indicates the need for such systems.

Institutional Controls: Institutional controls will be relied upon to restrict the future
use of groundwater at the Site. Specifically, the New York State Department of
Health State Sanitary Code regulates installation of private potable water supply
wells in Nassau County. In addition, EPA will rely on the current zoning in the area
including and surrounding the mall to restrict the land use to commercial industrial
uses. If a change in land use is proposed, additional investigation of soils in this

~ area will be necessary to support the land use change. Regulatory requirements

under the State's Superfund program may result in NYSDEC seeking to obtain
easements/covenants on varlous propertles within the Site.

Site Management Plan: A SMP will be developed and will prowde for the proper
management of all Site remedy components post-construction, such as institutional
controls, and shall also include: (a) monitoring of Site groundwater to ensure that,
following remedy implementation, the groundwater quality improves; (b) conducting
an evaluation of the potential for vapor intrusion, and mitigation, if necessary, in the
event of future construction at or in the vicinity of the Site; (c) provision for any
operation and maintenance required of the components of the remedy; and (d)
periodic certifications by the owner/operator or other person implementing the
remedy that any institutional and engineering controls are in place.

Long-term Monitoring: The contaminant plume will be monitored through annual
sampling and analysis of groundwater. The results of the long-term monitoring
program will be used to evaluate changes in the contaminant plume over time and
to ensure achievement of Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL)s.

Contlngency Plan: In the event that public supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11 are
taken out of service permanently or are operated at a significant reduction of their
current pumping rates, a contingency plan would be implemented to capture and
treat the contaminant plume in that area. The contingency plan would include the
installation of a new well or wells in the vicinity of supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-
11 and an ex-situ treatment system.

Five-Year Review: Because MCLs will take longer than five years to achieve, it is

EPA’s policy to conduct a review of Site conditions no less often than once every
five years. '



DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial actions set forth in CERCLA
Section 121, 42 U.S.C. Section 9621, because it: 1) is protective of human health and the
environment; 2) meets a level or standard of control of the hazardous substances,
pollutants and contaminants, which at least attains the legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements under federal and state laws; 3) is cost-effective; and 4) utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the
‘maximum extent practicable. In keeping with the statutory preference for treatment that
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminated media as a principal element of the
remedy, the contaminated groundwater will be treated.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, ‘or contaminants
remaining on-Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a-
statutory review will be conducted within five years after initiation of the remedial action
to ensure that the remedy is, or will be, protective of human heaith and the environment.

' ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

The ROD contains the remedy selection information noted below. More details may be
found in the Administrative Record file for this Site

° Contaminants of concern and their respective concentrations (see ROD pages 7-
11 and Appendix |I, Tables 1-6); '

° ‘Baselinerisk represented by the contaminants of concern (see ROD, pages 12-18);’

° - Cleanup levels established for contaminants of concern and the basis for these
levels (see ROD, Appendix Il, Table 1);

o Manner of addressing source materials constituting principal threats (see ROD,
page 27),
° Current and reasonably-anticipated future land use assumptions and current and

potential future beneficial uses of groundwater used in the baseline risk assessment
and ROD (see ROD, pages 12-18); ‘

o Potential land and gronndwater(use that will be available at the Site as a result of
the selected remedy (see ROD, page 32);



o Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance, and present-Worth costs;

discount rate; and the number of years over which the remedy cost estlmates are
projected (see ROD, page 31); and - :

o Key factors used in selectlng the remedy (i.e., how the selected remedy provides

the best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria, -
highlighting criteria key to the decision)(see ROD, pages 32-35). '
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RECORD OF DECISION FACT SHEET
EPA REGION 2
Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Area Site
Garden City, Nassau County, New York
100.00

May 11, 2000

September 28, 2007

Extraction of contaminated groundwater with ex-situ treatment and

" discharge of the treated water to a nearby recharge basin,

installation of vapor mitigation systems at commercial buildings, if
necessary, evaluation of the wellhead treatment at two Garden City
supply wells, institutional controls, a site management plan, and
long-term monitoring.

$6,240,000
$850,000 for years 1 through 10, $175,000 for years 10'through 25
and $111,000 for years 26 through 35.

$13,160,000

- EPA

Caroline Kwan, Remedial Project Manager, (212) 637-4275

Angela Carpenter, Chief, Eastern New York Remediation Section,
(212) 637-4263 :

None identified to date

Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compounds in Groundwater
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Waste origin: - | On-Site spills/discharges

Contaminated media: ~~ Groundwater, Air
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SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

The Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Area Superfund Site (Site) is an area
of groundwater contamination within the Village of Garden City, Town of Hempstead, in
central Nassau County, New York. Figures 1 and 2 provide a Site location and a Site map,
respectively. The Site is located on the eastern side of Clinton Road, south of the
intersection with Old Country Road, and includes the area of the former Roosevelt Field
airfield. The former Roosevelt Field airfield area is currently developed as a large retail
shopping mall with a number of restaurants, and a movie theater. Several office buildings
(including Garden City Plaza) are on the western perimeter of the mall and share parking
space with the mall. A thin strip of open space along Clinton Road (known as Hazelhurst
Park) serves as designated parkland and a buffer between the residential community and
the mall complex. Two recharge basins are directly east and south of the mall area. The
eastern basin is known as Pembrook Basin and is on property owned by the mall. The
basin situated to the south is Nassau County Recharge Basin number 124.

Two municipal supply well fields are located south (downgradient) of the former airfield.
The Village of Garden City public supply wells (designated as Wells 10 and 11) are located
just south of the airfield boundary, on the eastern side of Clinton Road. The Village of
Hempstead Wellfield is located approximately 1 mile south of the Garden City supply wells.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
~ Site History

The Site was used for aviation activities from 1911 to 1951. The orlglnal airfield was
known as the Hempstead Plains Aerodrome and encompassed 900 to 1,000 acres east
of Clinton Road and south of Old Country Road. By the time the field opened in July 1912,
there were 5 cement and 30 wooden hangars along Old Country Road, 4 grandstands
along Clinton Road, and several flying schools. At least two aviators built aircraft at the
field in 1912, including the first all-metal monoplane in America. During its first three years,
activities at the airfield included civilian flight training, equipment testing, and aerial stunt
shows. . :

The United States (U. S.) military began using the Hempstead Plains field prior to World
War I. The New York National Guard First Aero Company began training at the airfield in
1915, and in 1916 the U.S. Army used the field to train Army and Navy officers. When the -
U. S. entered World War | in April 1917, the airfield was taken over as a training center for
military pilots and renamed Hazelhurst Field. The Army removed the grandstands, built
barracks along Clinton Road, and built larger hangars along Old Country Road. In 1918,
the Army changed the name of the airfield to Roosevelt Field in honor of Quentin
Roosevelt, a son of Theodore Roosevelt who had trained there and was killed during the
war. Roosevelt Field was used throughout the war to train aviators.



After the war, the U. S. Air Service authorized aviation-related companies to operate from
Roosevelt Field, but maintained control until July 1, 1920, at which time the Government
sold its improvements on the airfield and relinquished control of the field. Subsequently,
the property owners sold portions along the southern edge of the field and split the
remainder of the property into two flying fields with an incline between them. The eastern
half, with sod runways and only two hangars, continued as Roosevelt Field. The western
half, which had many hangars, flying schools, and aviation-maintenance shops, became
known as Curtiss Field. ‘

By 1929, the eastern field (Roosevelt) had served as the starting point or terminus of many
notable flights, including Lindbergh's takeoff for his historic trans-Atlantic flightin May 1927.
The western field (Curtiss) was used for flying circuses, a flying school, aircraft sales and
service, and flight tests. Both fields were bought in 1929 by Roosevelt Field, Inc., and the
property was once again called Roosevelt Field. Improvements were quickly made,
including the installation of several large steel and concrete buildings for hangars, shops,
“and office space along Old Country Road. As of November 1929, numerous aviation-
related businesses operated in the hangars and other buildings surrounding the western
field. By 1932, paved runways and 50 buildings made Roosevelt Field the country’s largest
and busiest civil airfield. While the western field developed into the large aviation center
* that continued to operate throughout the 1930s, the eastern field remained unpaved, with
few buildings, until it was leased in 1935 and became a racetrack.

Roosevelt Field was used by the Navy and Army during World War Il. In July 1939, the
Army Air Corps contracted Roosevelt Field, Inc. to provide airplane and engine mechanics
training to Army personnel at their school. In early 1941, there were more than 200 Army
students and approximately 600 other students at the Roosevelt Aviation School. At the
beginning of 1942, after the U.S. had entered the war, civilian flying and private hangar
rental had ceased at Roosevelt Field due to a ban on private flying in defense areas.

As of March 1942, there were 6 steel/concrete hangars, 14 wooden hangars, and several
other buildings at Roosevelt Field. The Army training school was concentrated in buildings
located along Clinton Road. In addition to the training activities, the Roosevelt Field
facilities were used to receive, refuel, crate, and ship Army aircraft.

The Navy also used Roosevelt Field during World War Il. In November 1942, the Navy
Bureau of Aeronautics established a modification center at Roosevelt Field to install British
equipmentinto U.S. aircraft for the British Royal Navy. The Navy leased five steel/concrete
hangars along Old Country Road and built a barracks, mess hall, and sick bay and
designated this installation as the U.S. Naval Air Facility (NAF) Roosevelt Field by February
1943. By September 1943, the Navy had built wooden buildings between four of the
hangars, and in October 1943 leased six additional hangars. NAF Roosevelt Field was
responsible for aircraft repair and maintenance, equipment installation, preparation and
flight delivery of lend-lease aircraft, and metal work required for the installation of British
modifications. The metal work constituted a substantial portion of the facility’s work load.
The facility also performed salvage work of crashed Royal Navy planes. The Navy vacated
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all but six hangars shortly after the war ended, and removed their temporary buildings by
the time their lease expired on June 30, 1946. Restoration of buildings and grounds was
completed by August 1946, and Roosevelt Field operated as a commercial airport until it
closed in May 1951.

Soon after the airfield closed, the large Roosevelt Field Shopping Center was constructed
at the Site and opened in 1957. The old field is currently the Site of the shopping mall and
office building complexes, the Meadowbrook Parkway and is surrounded by commercial
areas and lightindustry. Three of the old Navy hangars remained standing until some time
after June 1971, with various occupants, including a moving/storage firm, discotheque,
amusement center, and bus garage.

Itis Ii’kely that chlorinated solvents were used at Roosevelt Field during and after World
War |l. Chlorinated solvents such as tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene (TCE)
have been widely used for aircraft manufacturing, maintenance, and repair operations

since about the 1930s. Beginning in the late 1930s, the U.S. military issued protocols for .-

use of solvents such as TCE for cleaning airplane parts and for de-icing. The types of
airplanes designated for solvent use were present at Roosevelt Field during World War |l.
The finish specifications for at least one type of plane that the Navy modified at Roosevelt
(eight of which were on Site in April 1943) called for aluminum alloy to be cleaned with
TCE. An aircraft engine overhaul manual |ssued in January 1945 specified TCE as a
degreasing agent. -

Wells 10 and 11 were installed by the Vlllage of Garden City in 1952 and were put into
service in 1953. Well 10 is screened from 377 to 417 feet below the ground surface (bgs)
and well 11 is screened from 370 to 410 feet bgs. Both wells have shown the presence
of PCE and TCE since they were first sampled in the late 1970s and early 1980s, and
concentrations increased significantly until 1987, when an air-stripping treatment system
was installed to treat the water from the wells. Samplrng results of treated well water from
May 1993, September 1995, and June/July 1999 indicated that breakthrough of the
treatment system had occurred. The highest levels of volatile organic compound (VOC)
contamination were noted during the mid-to late 1990s, and have steadily declined since
then, although the levels remain above EPA and New York State (NYS) drinking water
standards. '

In addition to the Village of Garden City supply wells, seven cooling water wells in the mall
area pumped contaminated groundwater from the Magothy aquifer for use in the air
conditioning systems of the mall building and the office buildings west of the mall. Cooling
water wells pumped variable amounts of water, with greater extraction rates during the hot
summer months. These wells operated from approximately 1960 to. 1985. After the
contaminated groundwater was used in air conditioning systems, the untreated water was
returned to the aquifer system via surface recharge, first to the Pembrook recharge basin
and later to a drain field west of 100 Garden City Plaza and 200 Garden City Plaza.



The discharge of contaminated water into the recharge basin and drain field continued up
to 1985 when the cooling water wells were taken out of service due to the presence of
VOCs in the groundwater. Surface discharge of contaminated groundwater spread
contamination through the Upper Glacial and Magothy aquifers. The recharge basin and
drain field also created localized groundwater mounding, which may have spread
contamination at the water table. However, the sandy nature of the recharge basin soils
likely did-not result in retention of VOCs within the soils. In addition, the zone below the
recharge basin has been flushed with stormwater runoff for 20 years; residual
contamination from Roosevelt Field is not likely to remain in the area. The Pembrook
recharge basin currently only receives surficial stormwater runoff from parking lots
surrounding the mall and the office buildings. The drain field/diffusion wells near 100
Garden City Plaza are under the paved parking lot west of 100 Garden City Plaza and 200
Garden City Plaza and are not currently identifiable in the field. Significant groundwater
contamination is present at depth at SVP/GWM-4, which is located near the general area
of the diffusion wells/drain field. - '

Enforcement Activities

EPA’s search for potentially responsible parties (PRPs) is ongoing. EPA has not yet
identified any financially viable parties that would be responsible under CERCLA for the
Site. If PRPs are identified, EPA will seek to have them perform or pay the cost of EPA'’s
investigation and cleanup.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

EPA conducted an RI/FS at the Site from 2001-2007. The findings are presented in a
remedial investigation (RI) report' and. feasibility study (FS) report’>. EPA's preferred
remedy and the basis for the preferred remedy was identified in a Proposed Plan. These
documents were made available to the public in information repositories maintained at the
following locations: (1) EPA Docket Room in the Region 2 offices at 290 Broadway in
Manhattan; (2) at the Garden City Library located at 60 Seventh Street, Garden City, New
York; and, (3) the Hempstead Library located at 115 Nichols Court, Hempstead, New York.
A notice of the commencement of the public comment period, the public meeting date, a
summary of the preferred remedy, EPA contact information, and the availability of the
above-referenced documents was published in the Garden City News and Garden City Life

Final Remedial Investigation Report, Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Area
Site, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Garden City, New York, Volumes | and |I,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation, July 24, 2007.

Final Feasibility Study Report, Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Area Site,
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Garden City, New York, Volumes | and Il, CDM
Federal Programs Corporation, August 20, 2007.
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on August 20, 2007 and in the Garden City News on August 24, 2007 and in Garden City
Life on August 31, 2007. The public comment period ran from August 22, 2007 to
September 20, 2007. EPA held a public meeting on September 11, 2007, at 7:00 P.M. at
the Village of Garden City Village Hall to present the findings of the RI/FS and to answer
questions from the public about the Site and the remedial alternatives under consideration.
Approximately 25 people, including residents, local business people, and state and local
government officials, attended the public meeting. On the basis of comments received
during the public comment period, the public generally supports the selected remedy.
Public comments were related to remedy details, cost recovery by the Village of Garden -
City for past treatment of contaminated groundwater and a schedule for implementation
of the remedy. Responses to written comments that were received during the public
comment period and to comments received at the public meeting are included in the -
Responsiveness Summary (see Appendix V).

SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE OPERABLE UNIT

The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR
Section 300.5, defines an operable unit as a discrete action that comprises an incremental
step toward comprehensively addressing Site problems. A discrete portion of a remedial .
response eliminates or mitigates a release, threat of a release, or pathway of exposure.
The cleanup of a site can be divided into a number of operable units, depending on the
-complexity of the problems associated with the site.. This response action applies a
comprehensive approach to the Site; therefore, only one operable unit is required to
-remediate the Site

The primary objectives of this action are to remediate the groundwater contamination at
the Site, to reduce and minimize the potential for migration of contaminants, and to
minimize any potential future health and environmental impacts.

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Rl-related field investigation activities included the collection of groundwater through multi-
port monitoring wells installed during the RI, existing monitoring wells, municipal supply
wells, and collection of soil gas, air/vapors, and soil samples. Associated activities
included synoptic water level measurements, an ecological assessment, and a cultural
resources survey. The results of the Rl are summarized below.

The Site lies within the Atlantic Coastal Plain. The topography of the central portion of
Nassau County is characterized by a gently southward-sloping glacial outwash plain. Two
linear chains of hills, the remnants of two glacial terminal moraines, border the outwash
plain to the north. The southern limit of the outwash plain is defined by the low-lying salt
marshes, tidal inlets and creeks, and beach-barrier islands along the Atlantic coast of



southern Long Island. The southern chain of morainal hills, the Ronkonkoma moraine,
-extends from Queens eastward to form the South Fork of Long Island. The northern chain
of hills, the Harbor Hill moraine, extends eastward to form the North Fork of Long Island.
The moraines converge to the west of Nassau County. The Ronkonkoma moraine reaches
elevations of up to 400 feet above mean sea level (msl).

The Site is flat to gently undulating. The Site slopes from approximately 100 feet above
msl along Old Country Road down to approximately 70 feet above msl about 4,000 feet
south-southwest of Roosevelt Field, along Clinton Road. The Roosevelt Field shopping
center is located on a flat area originally called Hempstead Plains, which is at an elevation
of approximately 90 feet above msl. '

No naturally-occurring surface water bodies are present in the vicinity of the Site. The
closest stream is East Meadow Brook, which is about 1.5 miles southeast of the Site and
flows south towards Great South Bay and the Atlantic Ocean. The largest body of
freshwater near the Site is Hempstead Lake, located at the head of Millbrook Creek,
approximately four miles south of the Site. In general, the sandy nature of natural soils on
Long Island promotes fast infiltration of precipitation (rainwater) from the ground surface.
Almost the entire Site area is paved or is occupied by buildings; therefore, any surface
" rainwater runoff is routed into storm water collection systems and commonly is discharged
directly to either dry wells or recharge/detention basins.

The Pembrook recharge basin and two Nassau County recharge basins are man-made
water table recharge basins located at the Site. One of the Nassau County basins is
located immediately south of the Pembrook Basin, approximately 1,500 feet southwest of
the Roosevelt Field Shopping Center; the other county recharge basin is located about
1,000 feet southeast of the shopping center. The privately-owned Pembrook Basin
receives surface water runoff during storm events. The Nassau County basins receive
storm runoff from the municipal storm water collection system. :

The Site is located within the Atlantic Coastal Plain Physiographic Province. The geology
of Long Island is characterized by a southeastward-thickening wedge of unconsolidated
sediments unconformably overlying a gently-dipping basement bedrock surface. The
wedge ranges in thickness from zero feet beneath Long Island Sound to the north, on the
submerged western margin of the Coastal Plain, to more than 2,000 feet under the
southern shores of Long Island. In the vicinity of the Site the sedimentary units thicken
from about 800 feet at the northern edge of the Town of Hempstead to approximately
1,500 feet thick beneath the barrier islands.

~ The geologic units consist of:
0 Basement - Precambrian to Early Paleozoic igneous or metamorphic bedrock

o Raritan Formation - Cretaceous Lloyd Sand Member (sand and gravel) and the
overlying Raritan Clay Member (clay and silt)



° Magothy Formation - Cretaceous fine to medium quartz sand, mterbedded clayey
sand with silt, clay, and gravel interbeds or lenses

0 Pleistocene Deposits - the fluvial Jameco Gravel, the marine Gardiners Clay, and
the Upper Glacial deposits

The Upper Glacial Pleistocene sedlments and the Magothy Formation are the geologic
units of interest for the Site.

The Upper Glacial and Magothy aquifers are unconfined and form a single aquifer unit,
albeit with different properties. They are the most productive and heavily utilized
groundwater resources on Long Island. The depth to the water table ranges from 25 to 50
feet bgs. Average transmissivities are 32,160 square feet per day (ft?/d) for the Magothy.
aquifer and 26,800 ft%/d in the Upper Glacial aquifer. Average hydraulic conductivities are
228 feet per day (ft/d) in the Upper Glacial and 174 in the Magothy.

Horizontal velocity in the Upper Glacial aquifer generally ranges from-1 to 2 feet per day
(ft/d). Based on Site-specific values, the average horizontal flow rate for the Magothy is
1.8 ft/d, although literature values are estimated to be 0.3 ft/d. Based on measurements
in the eight multi-port wells and the existing wells, groundwater flow is to the
south/southwest. Pressure measurements in the ports indicate the vertical groundwater
flow is downward. The five multi-port wells in the mall area have similar vertical gradients,
with the differences between water levels in the shallow and deep ports within each well
ranging from 1.8 to 2.9 feet. Further to the south, the vertical gradients become larger: 3.2
feetin SVP/GWM-7; 8.2 feet in SVP/GWM-8, and 9.7 in SVP/GWM-6. The higher vertical
gradients in SVP/GWM-8 and SVP/GWM-6 are most likely caused by pumping at the
Village of Hempstead public supply wells, about a block from multi- port wells SVP/GWM 6
and SVP/GWM-8.

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION RESULTS

Chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are the predominant contaminants in the
groundwater at the Site. Although a number of organic compounds related to gasoline
were detected in the Site groundwater, they could not be attributed to operations at the
Site. The chemicals of concern (COCs) identified for the Site are TCE PCE, 1,1-
dichloroethene, cis-1,2-dichloroethene, and carbon tetrachlonde

The sample results for the varlous media are summarized below.
Groundwater
EPA and the New York State Department of Health have promulgated health-based

protective Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), which are enforceable standards for .
various drinking water contaminants. MCLs ensure that drinking water does not pose



either a short- or long-term health risk to the publlc Table 1 summarizes the MCLs for the
COCs.

Eight multi-port monitoring wells were drilled during the Rl (see Figure 3). Four wells, each
with ten ports, were installed in the Roosevelt Field mall area. One upgradient
(background) well with ten ports is located on the north side of Old Country Road and three
wells, each with six ports, are located in the downgradient area, south of two Village of
Garden City supply wells. Two rounds of groundwater samples were collected from the
eight multi-port wells (64 ports), ten existing monitoring wells and the two Garden City
supply wells (see Figure 3). The concentrations for each of the COCs detected in the
sampled wells are summarized in Tables 2 through 5.

' The highest levels of PCE and TCE (350 and 280 micrograms per litre (ug/L), respectively)
are concentrated at SVP/GWM-4 at approximately 250 to 310 feet deep. It should be
noted that the SVP/GWM-4 location was selected for monitoring because of the well/drain
field that was operated in the area during the 1980s, to dispose of cooling water
contaminated with the Site-related VOCs. The next highest levels occur downgradient (to
the south) of SVP/GWM-4 in existing well GWX-10019, at a slightly shallower depth at
~approximately 223 to 228 feet below ground surface (bgs), and at the two supply wells
GWP-10 and GWP-11, at approximately 370 to 417 feet deep. Figures 4 and 5 show the
TCE and PCE groundwater contamination in the mall area. Multi-port well SVP/GWM-7,
located southwest of the supply wells, showed 20 pg/L of TCE and 7.7 ug/L of PCE at
approximately 310 to 315 feet. Further downgradient, monitoring well SVP/GWM-8,
installed during the RI, showed 34 ug/L of PCE at approximately 100 to 105 feet and 57
pg/L of PCE at the same depth from round 1 and round 2 sampling, respectively. TCE was
detected at levels below the MCL in both rounds. Monitoring well SVP/GWM-6 showed a
detection of 8.2 pg/L of TCE at 245 to 250 feet in round 1 and 2.3 pg/L in round 2 at the
same depth. PCE was detected in several depths during both sampling rounds, but at
levels below the MCL.

GWP-10 and GWP-1 1 each have a capacity to pump approximately one million gallons per
day (mgd) of groundwater from the Magothy aquifer. Groundwater flow and contaminant
movement is downward and south from the mall area to the Garden City supply wells.
Contamination was observed south (downgradient) of the Garden City supply wells, as
observed in the wells sampled.

Further downgradient of the supply wells, PCE and TCE contaminant levels in the most
downgradient multi-port well (SVP/GWM-8) are seen at shallower depths than in the mall
area. Other sources of VOC contamination in the area south of the Site may have
contributed to the contamination of SVP/GWM-8 and therefore are not Site-related.

The Village of Hempstead Water Supply Wellfield, approximately one block south
(downgradient) of multi-port monitoring wells SVP-6 and SVP-8, has been contaminated
with VOCs since the 1980s. Two of the wells in the Village of Hempstead Wellfield showed
detections of 11.8 pg/L (well screened from 390-542 feet bgs) and 9.2 ug/L (well screened
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from 344 - 444 feet bgs) of TCE early this year through their routine monitoring. The

source of this contamination is currently unknown since several potential sources are

located in the vicinity of the Hempstead Wellfield.
Soil Gas

Two types of soil gas samples were collected: a screening survey on a 100-foot grid on the
northern and western sides of the mall parking lot (see Figure 6) and laboratory samples
collected around Garden City Plaza Buildings 100 and 200, 100 Ring Road, and in
Hazelhurst Park (see Figure 7). A total of 34 samples were collected for laboratory
analysis. EPA also collected soil samples at soil gas screening locations that exceeded
100 parts per billion per volume (ppbv) and at selected locations in Hazelhurst Park
adjacent to Clinton Road (summarized below).

Soill gas screening criteria were selected from the EPA 2002 document titled “Draft
Document for Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from Groundwater and
Soil’. This document provides potential screening criteria for VOCs based on risk levels
and the depth of the sample. The Site-specific soil gas screening criteria shown on Table
6. :

Soil Gas Screening Results: Soil gas screening samples were collected at the nodes of
a 100-foot by 100-foot grid from 158 locations in a large portion of the paved and unpaved
areas of the Site bordering Old Country Road and Clinton Road. Soil gas screening results
from approximately 15 feet bgs and 35 feet bgs are summarized below and shown on
Figures 8 and 9. ' '

15 Feet bgs: Flve of the samples coIlected at. approxmately 15 feet bgs had total VOC
readings above 100 ppbv.

° Location AO - This location is at the corner of Old Country Road and Clinton Road.

The total VOC reading was 106 ppbv.
° Location A11 - This location borders Clinton Road in Hazelhurst Park. The total

VOC reading was 136 ppbv.

E ‘Location D17 - This location is just west of 100 Garden City Plaza. The total VOC

reading was 531 ppbv.
0 Location D19 - This location is west of 200 Garden City Plaza. The total VOC
reading was 534 ppbv. .
° Location F20 - This location is south of 200 Garden City Plaza. The total VOC
reading was 163 ppbv : )

Of the soil gas readings collected at approximately 15 feet bgs, 85 percent were at or
below 10 ppbv; 8 percent were between 11 and 50 ppbv, and 4 percent were between 51
and 100 ppbv.



35 Feet bgs: Seven of the samples collected at approxnmately 35 feet bgs had total VOC
readings above 100 ppbv, as described below.

° Locations A9, A10, and A11 - These locations border Clinton Road in Hazelhurst
Park. The total VOC readings were 245 ppbv, 233 ppbv and 148 ppbv,
respectively.

° Location D17 - This location is just west of 100 Garden City Plaza. The total VOC
reading was 494 ppbv.

0 Location E14 - This location is north of the northeast corner of 100 Garden Clty
Plaza. The total VOC reading was 211 ppbwv.

° Location H1 - This location is southeast of the Citibank building, near the entrance
road to the mall. The total VOC reading was 152 ppbv.

° Location KO - This location is on the eastern side of the mall entrance road. The

total VOC reading was 185 ppbyv.

Of the soil gas readings collected at approximately 35 feet bgs, 83 percent were at or
below 10 ppbv; 9 percent were between 11 and 50 ppbv, and 2.5 percent were between
51 and 100 ppbv.

Soil Gas Analytical Results: Soil gas samples were collected in Summa canisters for
laboratory analysis at 15 feet bgs at 30 locations adjacent to 100 Garden City Plaza, 200
Garden City Plaza, and at 100 Ring Road. In addition, six canister samples (from four
different locations) were collected from Hazelhurst Park (the grassy strip along Clinton
Road) where the screening survey results were elevated. Detections of COC VOCs are
shown on Figure 10 and are summarized below.

TCE detections exceeded the screening criterion for deep soil gas of 2.2 micrograms per
cubic meter (ug/m®) (see Table 6) in one sample near 200 Garden City Plaza (SGRF-25
~at 23ug/m®). Three samples collected in Hazelhurst Park had TCE detections that
exceeded the criterion (SGHP-2 at 3.9J, SGHP-3 at 12, and SGHP-4 at 3J ug/m®. PCE
did not exceed the screening criterion shown on Table 6.

Numerous other VOCs were detected at very low levels in the soil gas samples collected
near the buildings and along Hazelhurst Park. None exceeded the screening criteria and
most are associated with gasoline.

Vapor Intrusion

Based on the results of the soil gas screening, EPA is conducting an investigation of indoor
air of structures within the area that could potentially be affected by intrusion of vapors
from the groundwater contamination plume (summarized below). EPA would implement
an appropriate remedy (such as subslab ventilation systems) based on the investigation
results.
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EPA collected two rounds of vapor samples in April and June 2007._ The first round of
sampling in Aprilincluded subslab samples collected underneath the concrete slabs at four
commercial buildings on the west side of the Roosevelt Field mall complex.

Based on the Round 1 results, in June 2007 EPA collected a second round of subslab and

indoor air samples at six commercial buildings at the Site. No indoor samples were above - -

levels of concern in any of the buildings. Also in June 2007, EPA collected subslab
samples at seven homes located west of Cllnton Road adjacent to the Roosevelt Fleld
mall/office complex.

Additional evaluation of the residential.and commercial buildings will take place to
determine the extent of the vapor intrusion impacts.

" Soils

A total of 41 subsurface soil samples were collected from.12 soil borings at locations with
soil gas screening results above 100 ppbv and at 7 additional locations in Hazelhurst Park.®
Soil samples were generally collected at 2 depths, 15 and 40 feet bgs, although the actual
depths of samples were adjusted slightly because the drllllng rig occasionally encountered
obstacles in the subsurface.

No VOCs exceeding the detection limit of 5 micrograms per kilogram (ug/kg) were detected
in any of the soil samples collected. While it is believed that airfield activities were the
source of the groundwater contamination identified in the RI, based on the results of the
soil gas and soil borings, there do not appear to be any continuing sources in the soil in the
‘areas that were sampled. ' -

Contamination Fate and Transport

The persistence of contaminants is determined by the rate of degradation, velocity of the
groundwater, the geochemical conditions in the aquifer, and the retardation coefficient (Kd)
of the individual compounds. The Kd values for the COC VOCs show that they will have
low adsorption to the materials in the aquifer. No residual sources in the unsaturated zone
were identified. |

The COCs are mobile and are expected to move with the groundwater, although at a
slower rate. Natural attenuation via biodegradation appears to be limited, and due to the
high oxygen levels found in the aquifer, is not likely to sufficiently reduce contaminant
levels. Limited natural attenuation, however, is expected to occur through dilution and .
dispersion. .

*Analytical Report prepared by Lockheed Martin, Inc. (Air Results), June 2007; Analytical Report
prepared by Lockheed Martin, Inc. (Air Results), August 2007 Analytical Report prepared by
Lockheed Martin, Inc., (Soil Results), August 2007.
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CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES

The Site includes a large shopping mall, numerous restaurants, a movie theater, and office
buildings which ring the shopping mall. Most of the open space at the Site is asphalt
parking areas for the shopping mall and office buildings. Other parts of the Site include the
two Village of Garden City supply wells, two recharge basins and a small strip of open
space known as Hazelhurst Park just east of Clinton Road. The use of the Site in the
future is unlikely to change. '

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

As part of the RI/FS, EPA conducted a baseline risk assessment to estimate the current
and future effects of contaminants on human health and the environment. A baseline risk
assessment is an analysis of the potential adverse human health and ecological effects of
releases of hazardous substances from a site in the absence of any actions or controls to
mitigate such releases, under current and future land uses. The baseline risk assessment
includes a human health risk assessment and an ecological risk assessment. it provides
the basis for taking action and identifies the contaminants and exposure pathways that
need to be addressed by the remedial action. This section of the ROD summarizes the
results of the baseline risk assessments for this Site.

Human Health Risk Assessment

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a
reasonable maximum exposure scenario: Hazard Identification — uses the analytical data
collected to identify the contaminants of potential concern at the Site for each medium, with
consideration of a number of factors explained below; Exposure Assessment - estimates
the magnitude of actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of
these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contaminated well-water) by which
humans are potentially exposed; Toxicity Assessment - determines the types of adverse
health effects associated with chemical exposures, and the relationship between
magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response); and Risk
Characterization - summarizes and combines outputs of the exposure and toxicity
assessments to provide a quantitative assessment of Site-related risks. The risk
characterization also identifies contamination with concentrations which exceed acceptable
levels, defined by the NCP as an excess lifetime cancer risk greater than 1 x 10 -1 x 10°®
or a Hazard Index (HI) greater than 1.0. The goal of protéction is 10° for cancer risk and -
an HI of 1 for a noncancer health hazard. Chemicals that exceed a 10 cancer risk or an
HI of 1 are typically those that will require remedial action at the site and are referred to as
COCs in the final remedial decision or Record of Decision. This section also includes a -
discussion of the uncertainties associated with these risks.
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Hazard Identification: In this step, the chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) at the Site

in each medium were identified based on such factors as toxicity, frequency of occurrence,

fate and transport of the contaminants in the environment, concentrations, mobility,
persistence, and bioaccumulation. Analytical information that was collected to determine

the nature and extent of contamination revealed the presence of a number of constituents,
such as PCE, TCE, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform and benzene in groundwater at

concentrations of potential concern. Based on this information, the risk assessment

focused on groundwater and the contaminants which may pose significant risk to human.
health. A comprehensive list of all COPCs can be found in the baseline human health risk

assessment (BHHRA) in the administrative record. PCE and TCE, which are the COCs

whose concentrations pose a significant risk or hazard at the Site, are listed in Table 7.

. Exposure Assessment: Consistent with Superfund policy and guidance, the BHHRA is a
baseline human health risk assessment and therefore assumes no remediation or
institutional controls to mitigate or remove hazardous substance releases. Cancer risks
and noncancer hazard indices are calculated based on an estimate of the reasonable
maximum exposure (RME) expected to occur under current and future conditions at the
Site. The RME is defined as the highest exposure that is reasonably expected to occur at .
a site. For those contaminants for which the risk or hazard exceeds acceptable levels, the
central tendency estimate (CTE), or the average exposure, was also evaluated.

Current Site land use is primarily commercial, including office buildings and a shopping
mall. The neighboring properties are mixed-use (commercial and residential) in nature.
Future land use is expected to remain the same, although the unlikely possibility that the
mall and office buildings would be developed into a residential area was considered in the
BHHRA. Although residents and businesses in the area are served by municipal water,
groundwater is designated by the State as a potable water supply, meaning it could be
used for drinking in the future. Therefore, potential exposure to groundwater was
evaluated. The BHHRA evaluated potential risks to populations assomated with both
current and potential future land uses.

Exposure pathways were identified for each potentially exposed population and each
potential exposure scenario for the groundwater at the Site. Exposure pathways assessed
in the BHHRA for the groundwater included ingestion of and dermal contact with tap water.
Inhalation of volatile contaminants while showering and bathing was also evaluated for the
hypothetical future resident. Based on current and anticipated future use of the Site, the
BHHRA considered a variety of possible receptors: the current and future on-site worker
and the potential future on-site resident (adult and child). A summary of the exposure
pathways included in the baseline human health risk assessments can be found in Table
8. - :

Typically, exposures are evaluated using a statistical estimate of the exposure point
concentration (EPC), which is usually an upperbound estimate of the average
concentration for each contaminant, but in some cases may be the maximum detected
concentration. A summary of the exposure point concentrations for the COCs in
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groundwater can be found in Table 7, while a comprehensive list of the exposure point -
concentrations for all COPCs can be found in the BHHRA.

Toxicity Assessment: Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic risks
and noncancer hazards due to exposure to Site chemicals are considered separately.
Consistent with current EPA policy, it was assumed that the toxic effects of the Site-related

.chemicals would be additive. Thus, cancer and noncancer risks associated with exposures

to individual COPCs were summed to indicate the potential risks and hazards associated
with mixtures of potential carcinogens and noncarcinogens, respectively.

Toxicity data for the human health risk assessment were provided by the Integrated Risk
Information System (IRIS) database, the Provisional Peer Reviewed Toxicity Database
(PPRTV), or other sources that are identified as appropriate references for toxicity values
consistent with EPA’s directive on toxicity values: This information is presented in Table

9 (noncancer toxicity data summary) and Table 10 (cancer toxicity data summary).

Risk Characterization: Noncarcinogenic (systemic) risks were assessed using a hazard
index (HI) approach, based on a comparison of expected contaminant intakes and
benchmark comparison levels of intake (reference doses [RfDs], reference concentrations

- [RfCs]). RfDs and RfCs are estimates of daily exposure levels for humans (including

sensitive individuals) which are thought to be safe over a lifetime of exposure. The
estimated intake of chemicals identified in environmental media (e.g., the amount of a
chemical in soil incidentally ingested) is compared to the RfD or the RfC to derive the

‘hazard quotient (HQ) for the contaminant in the particular medium. The Hl is obtained by

adding the hazard quotients for all compounds within a particular medium that impact a
particular receptor population. :

The HQs for oral and dermal exposures are calculated as below. The HQ for inhalation
exposures is calculated using a similar model that incorporates the RfC rather than the
RfD.

HQ = Intake/RfD
Where: HQ = hazard quotient

Intake = estimated intake for a chemical (mg/kg -day)
RfD = reference dose (mg/kg -day)

" The intake and the RfD represent the same exposure penod (i.e., chronic, subchronic, or

acute).

As previously stated, the Hl is calculated by summing the HQs for all chemicals for likely
exposure scenarios for a specific population. An HI greater than 1.0 indicates that the
potential exists for noncarcinogenic health effects to occur as a result of Site-related
exposures, with the potential for health effects increasing as the Hl increases. When the
HI calculated for all chemicals for a specific population exceeds 1.0, separate Hl values
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are then calculated for those chemicals which are known to act on the same targetorgan. -
These discrete Hl values are then compared to the acceptable limit of 1.0 to evaluate the
potential for noncancer health effects on a specific target organ. The HI provides a useful
reference point for gauging the potential significance of multiple contaminant exposures
- within a single medium or across several media. A summary of the noncarcinogenic risks
associated with these chemicals for each exposure pathway is contained in Table 11.

As seen in Table 11, noncancer hazards for the on-site worker, adult on-site resident, and
on-site child reSIdent exceed EPA’s HI threshold of 1, at 3, 10 and 35, respectively.
Therefore, noncarcinogenic risks may occur from exposure routes evaluated in the risk
assessment. The noncarcinogenic risks were attrlbutable primarily to mgestlon of TCE in
groundwater.

For carcinogens, risks are generally expressed as the incremental probability of an
individual developing cancer over a lifetime as a result of exposure to a carcinogen, using
the cancer slope factor (SF) for oral and dermal exposures and the inhalation unit risk
(IUR) for inhalation exposures. Excess lifetime cancer risk for oral and dermal exposures
is calculated from the following equation, while the equation for inhalation exposures uses
the IUR, rather than the SF: :

Risk = LADD x SF

Where: - Risk = a unitless probability (1 x 10°°) of an individual developing cancer
LADD = lifetime average daily dose averaged over 70 years (mg/kg-day)
SF = cancer slope factor, expressed as [1/(mg/kg-day)]

These risks are probabilities that are usually expressed in scientific notation (such as 1 x
10*). An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10 indicates that one additional incidence of
cancer may occur in a population of 10,000 people who are exposed under the conditions
identified in the assessment. As stated in the NCP, the acceptable risk range for Slte-
related exposure is 10° to 10, with 10 being the goal of protection.

As shown in BHHRA and summarized in Table 12, in the unlikely event that untreated Site
groundwater were to be used as drinking water, exposure to groundwater contaminated
~with PCE and TCE would be associated with combined excess lifetime cancer risks of 2
x 10 for the future on-site worker, 2 x 10 for the future on-site adult resident, and 6 x10°®
for the future on-site child resident.

These cancer risks and noncancer health hazards indicate that there is significant potential
risk from direct exposure to groundwater to potentially exposed populations. For these
receptors, exposure to PCE and TCE in groundwater results in both an excess lifetime
cancer risk that exceeds EPA’s target risk range of 10 to 10° and an HI above the
threshold of 1. Concentrations of PCE and TCE are also in excess of the Federal and
State MCL of 5ug/L for these contaminants. 1,1-Dichloroethene and cis-1,2-
dichloroethene are also site-related contaminants that exceeded the MCL of Spg/L and are
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therefore considered COCs. Carbon tetrachloride is considered a site-related contaminant,
but concentrations did not exceed the MCL of 5 pg/L. However, a cleanup goal has been
established (5ug/L) should future sampling indicate that carbon tetrachloride exceeds
MCLs.

Based on the soil gas data collected, EPA conducted an investigation of indoor air/vapor
intrusion into commercial structures within the area that could potentially be affected by the
groundwater contamination plume. EPA is currently planning a further investigation of .
vapor intrusion into these structures. More information about the vapor intrusion
- investigation can be found in a separate report in the information repository for the Site.
If the results of the investigations indicate that there is concern with Site-related vapors
“migrating into buildings, EPA would perform mitigation as necessary.

The response action selected in the Record of Decision is necessary to protect the public
health or welfare of the environment from actual or threatened releases of contaminants
into the environment.

Uncertainties: The procedures and.inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all
such assessments, are subject to a wide variety of uncertainties. In general, the main
sources of uncertainty include:

environmental chemistry sampling and analysis;
environmental parameter measurement;

fate and transport modeling;

exposure parameter estimation; and
toxicological data. '

(<] (<] o o o

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the potentially uneven distribution
of chemicals in the media sampled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the
actual levels present. Environmental chemistry-analysis error can stem from several
sources including the errors inherent in the analytical methods and characteristics of the -
matrix being sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates of how often an
individual would actually come in contact with the chemicals of concern, the period of time
over which such exposure would occur, and in the models used to estimate the
concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the point of exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both from animals to humans and
from high to.low doses of exposure, as well as from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity
of a mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by making conservative
assumptions concerning risk and exposure parameters throughout the assessment. As
a result, the risk assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to populations
near the Site, and is highly unlikely to underestimate actual risks related to the Site.
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More specificinformation concerning public health risks, including a quantitative evaluation
of the degree of risk assocrated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the
BHHRA report.

Summary of Ecological Risks

The initial activities associated with a Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment
(SLERA) were completed for this investigation. The first step was to obtain information
regarding the environmental setting and chemical contamination at the Site by compiling
information from the Site history and other reports related to the Site. This was followed
by collecting additional information related to the ecological resources at the Site regarding
threatened and endangered species, as well as utilizing topographical maps and aerial
photographs. Finally, a Site visit was performed to obtain detailed information relating to
the habitat types present at the Site and to identify the flora and fauna at the Site.

An evaluation of the information and data that was collected was then performed, and the
results of the evaluation indicated that a scientific/management decision point (SMDP) was
reached. During the SLERA process, there are three possible outcomes that can be
reached at the SMDP: - : _

(1) There is adequate information to conclude that ecological risks are negligible
~ and therefore there is no need for remediation on the basis of ecological risk;

(2) The information .is not adequate to make a decision at this pornt and the
ecological risk assessment process will continue;.

(3) The information indicates a potentlal for adverse ecological effects, and a more
thorough assessment is warranted

As described 'in preceding sectlons, VOCs in the groundwater are the primary
contaminants, and groundwater is the primary medium of concern at the Site. Given that
groundwater does not discharge to a surface water body or any surface features (i.e., the
recharge basins) at the Site, which prevents exposure to any potential ecological receptor
at the Site, a conclusion can be reached that there are no completed pathways present at
the Site for ecological receptors. In addition, most of the land area is paved and there do

‘not appear to be any continuing sources of contamination in the areas sampled, which

prevents any potential exposure for ecological receptors. Based on this information, there
is adequate information to conclude that ecological risks are negligible and therefore there
is no need for remediation on the basis of ecological risk. :

Summary of Human Health and Ecological Risks
The results of the risk assessment indicate that exposure of future receptors to untreated
Site groundwater presents unacceptable increased cancer risks and noncancer hazards.

In addition, groundwater COC concentrations exceed their respective MCLs, thereby
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posing a potential human health risk.

"EPA determined that ecological risks are negligible. VOCs in the groundwater are the
primary contaminants and groundwater is the primary medium of concern for the Site.
Groundwater does not discharge to'a surface water body or surface feature (i.e., recharge
basins) at the Site, which prevents exposure to any potential ecological receptors at the
Site.

Basis for Action |

Based upon the results of the Rl and human health risk assessment, EPA has determined
that the response action selected in this ROD is necessary to protect the public health or
welfare of the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances
into the environment.

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the
environment. These objectiveés are based on available information and standards, such
as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), to-be-considered
guidance, and Site-specific risk-based levels.

The following remedial action objectives were established for the Site:
o Prevent or minimize potential, current, and future human exposures includ'ing
- inhalation, ingestion, and dermal contact with VOC-contaminated groundwater that -

exceeds IVICLs

o . Minimize the potential for off;site migration of groundwater with VOC contaminant
concentrations greater than MCLs; ' '

° Restore groundwater to beneficial use levels within a reasonable time frame as
specified in the National Contlngency Plan (NCP); and

° Mitigate, if necessary, Site-related vapor migrating into the commercial buildings.
Groundwater cleanup goals will be the more stringent of the New York State or federal
MCLs, which are summarized on Table 1.

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES |
Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9621(b)(1) mandates that remedial actions must

be protective of human health and the environment, cost-effective, comply with ARARS,
- and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies and resource
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recovery alternatives to the maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also
establishes a preference for remedial actions which employ, as a principal element,
treatment to permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the
hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants at a site. Section 121(d) of CERCLA,
42 U.S.C. §9621(d) further specifies that a remedial action must attain a level or standard
of control of the hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants, which at least attains
ARARs under federal and state laws, unless a waiver can be justified pursuant to Section
121(d)(4) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9621(d)(4).

Detailed descriptions of the. remedial alternatives for addressing the contamination
associated with the Site can be found in the FS report. The FS report presents the three
groundwater alternatives summarized below.

_The duration time for each alternative reflects the estimated time required for the
contaminant levels in the entire groundwater contamlnant plume associated with the Site
to be reduced below MCLs. :

The remedial alternatives are:

Alternative 1: No Action .

Capital Cost: - %0
Annual Operation and Maintenance (O&M) $0
Cost: : : .
Present-Worth Cost: ' $0 .
Duration: 3 46 years

The Superfund program requires that the "no-action” alternative be considered as a -
baseline for comparison with the other alternatives. The no-action remedial alternative
would not include any physical remedial measures to address the groundwater
contamination at the Site. The preliminary groundwater model predicted it would take 46
years for the contaminant concentrations in the plume to decrease below the MCLs via
natural attenuation processes.

. Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels that

allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requwes that the Site be
reviewed at least once every five years.
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Alternative 2: Monitoring and Institutional Controls

Capital Cost: | . $300,000
Annual O&M Cost @: ' $1 50,000/$1 10,000®)
Present-Worth Cost: _ ‘_ 4$2,290,000
Duration: ‘ | 46 years

(4) Includes long-term monitoring costs only
(5) The long-term monitoring program would be reduced after 25 years due to the reduction in the
- size of the plume.

Alternative 2 includes long-term monitori'ng of the contaminant plume through annual
~ sampling and analysis of 7 existing multi-port wells and 2 eX|st|ng single-screen monitoring
wells (GWX-10019 and GWX-10020). :

The results of the long-term monitoring program would be used to evaluate the migration
and changes in the contaminant plume over time to ensure attainment of the MCLs. The
preliminary groundwater model predicted it would take 46 years for the contaminant -
concentrations in the plume to decrease below the MCLs via natural attenuation
processes. This alternative would also include future vapor intrusion sampling to
determine if there is a concern with Site-related vapor migrating into the buildings.

In addition, this alternative would include institutional controls that restrict future use of
groundwater at the Site. Specifically, the New York State Department of Health State
Sanitary Code regulates installation of private potable water supply wells in Nassau
County. In addition, EPA would rely on the current zoning in the area including and
surrounding the mall to restrict the land use to commercial industrial uses. If a change in
land use is proposed, additional investigation of soils in this area would be necessary to
support the land use change. Regulatory requirements under the State's Superfund
program may result in NYSDEC seeking to obtaln easements/covenants on various
properties within the Site.

A site management plan (SMP) would also be developed and would provide for the proper
management of all Site remedy components post-construction, such as institutional
controls, and shall also include: (a) monitoring of Site groundwater to ensure that, following
remedy implementation, the groundwater quality improves; (b) conducting an evaluation
of the potential for vapor intrusion, ‘and mitigation, if necessary, in the event of future
construction; (c) provision for any operation and maintenance required of the components
of the remedy; and (d) periodic certifications by the owner/operator or other person
implementing the remedy that any institutional and engineering controls are in place.

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels that
allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the Site be -
reviewed at least once every five years.
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Alternative 3: Groundwater Extraction and Ex-situ Treatment (Pump and Treat)

Capital Cost: - $6,240,000

Annual O&M Cost: | $850,000/$175,000/1 11,000® -
Present-Worth Cost: . $13,160,000
Duration: ' 35 years

- (6) O&M and long-term monltorrng for years 1-10/long-term monitoring for years 10-25/reduced long-
term monltorlng for years 25-35.

Alternative 3 includes a groundwater extraction well(s) which would be installed
downgradient from monitoring well SVP/GWM-4 (see Figure 11), to capture the portion of
the contaminant plume with ‘high PCE and TCE concentrations without impacting the
pumping capacity of supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11, which have a pumping zone of
influence radius of approximately 1,000 feet. The number of extraction wells needed would
be determined after the completion of the pre-design investigation described below.
Extracted groundwater would be treated via air strippers for approximately 10 years, with

the treated water expected to be discharged to Nassau County recharge basin #124.
~ Figure 12 shows the approximate location of the treatment facility. Based on the
preliminary groundwater model, it is estimated that MCLs would be achieved in the zone
of influence of the new pumping well in approximately 10 years, at which time the
contamination in the extracted groundwater would have reached drinking water standards
(MCLs). ltis also noted that at the end of the same 10-year period, the supply wells GWP-
10 and 11 would withdraw groundwater, before wellhead treatment, with contamination at
or close to MCLs. It would take another 25 years for contaminant residuals in the aquifer
to reach MCLs through natural attenuation processes. In summary, the preliminary model
estimated that complete restoration of the aqurfer to levels below the MCLs would require
a total of 35 (10 + 25) years

Alternative 3 includes a pre-design investigation which would include installation of at least
3 new multi-port wells: one well to the north of existing well GWX-9953 to confirm the
northern boundary of the plume, a second well to the west of GWX-9953 to confirm the
total depth of the plume, and a third well to the south of the Village of Garden City supply
wells to better define the leading edge of the plume. Figure 13 shows the Iocatrons of the
proposed multi-port wells.

Alternative’ 3 would also include evaluation and future upgrading, if necessary, of the
wellhead treatment at the Garden City supply wells 10 and 11, which have been impacted

by Site-related contamination. This wellhead treatment system would be needed until it.
~ has been determined that these public supply wells are no longer being impacted by the
Site-related contaminants above MCLs.

In addition, if future vapor intrusion investigations indicate that there is a concern with Site-
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related vapors migraﬁ_ng into the commerecial buildings, EPA would perform mitigation, as
necessary. '

This alternative would also include institutional controls that restrict future use of
groundwater at the Site. Specifically, the New York State Department of Health State
Sanitary Code regulates installation of private potable water supply wells in Nassau
County. In addition, EPA would rely on the current zoning in the area including and
surrounding the mall to restrict the land use to commercial industrial uses. If a change in
land use is proposed, additional investigation of soils in this area would be necessary to
support the land use change. Regulatory requirements under the State's Superfund
program may result in NYSDEC seeking to obtain’ easements/covenants on various
properties within the Site.

An SMP would also be developed and would provide for the proper management of all Site
remedy components post-construction, such as institutional controls, and shall also
include: (a) monitoring of Site groundwater to ensure that, following remedy
implementation, the groundwater quality improves; (b) conducting an evaluation of the
potential for vapor intrusion, and mitigation, if necessary, in the event of future
construction; (c) provision for any operation and maintenance required of the components
of the remedy; and (d) periodic certifications by the owner/operator or other person
implementing the remedy that any institutional and engineering controls are in place.

Alternative 3 would also include long-term monitoring of the contaminant plume through
annual sampling and analysis. For cost estimating purposes, 7 existing multi-port wells,’
2 existing single-screen monitoring wells (GWX-10019 and GWX-10020), and the new
multi-port wells to be installed as part of the pre-design investigation would be monitored.
The results of the long-term monitoring program would be used to evaluate changes in the
contaminant plume over time and to ensure achievement of MCLs.

In the event that public supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11 were to be taken out of service
permanently or were to be operated at a significant reduction of their current pumping
rates, a contingency plan would be implemented to capture and treat the contaminant
plume in that area. The contingency plan would include the installation of a new well or
wells in the vicinity of supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11 and an ex-situ treatment system.

Because MCLs will take longer than five vyears to achieve, a review of Site conditions will -
be conducted no less often than once every five years.

Contingency Plan

Capital Cost: ' ~ $5,660,000
Annual O&M Cost: $680,000
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As a potential element of Alternatives 3, in the event that public supply wells GWP-10 and
GWP-11 were to be taken out of service permanently or were to be operated at a
significant reduction of their. current pumping rates, a contingency plan would be
implemented to capture and treat the contaminant plume in that area. The contingency
plan would include the installation of a new well or wells in the vicinity of supply wells GWP-
10 and GWP-11 and an ex-situ treatment system

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES -

In selecting a remedy, EPA considers the factors set out in Section 121 of CERCLA, 42
U.S.C. § 9261, by conducting a detailed analysis of the remedial alternatives pursuant to
the NCP, 40 CFR §300.430(e)(9) and Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
(OSWER) Directive 9355.3-01. The detailed analysis consists of an assessment of the
alternatives against each of nine evaluation criteria and comparative analysis focusing
upon the relative performance of each alternative against those criteria.

The following "threshold" criteria are the most important and must be satisfied by
any alternative in order to be eligible for selection:

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a
remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through each
exposure pathway (based on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are eliminated,
reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

2. Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would meet all of the
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of other federal and state
environmental statutes -and regulations or provide grounds for invoking a waiver. Other
federal or state advisories, criteria, or guidance are To-Be-Considered (TBCs). TBCs are
" not required by the NCP, but may be very useful in determining what is protectlve of a Site
or how to carry out certaln actions or reqwrements

The following "primary balancing” criteria are used to make comparusons and to
identify the major tradeoffs between alternatives: : :

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain
reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once cleanup goals
- have been met. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of the measures that .
may be required to manage the risk posed by treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment is the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologles with respect to these parameters a remedy
may employ.
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5. Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and
any adverse impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the
construction and |mplementat|on penod until cleanup goals are achieved.

6. Implementability is the technical and administrative feaSIblllty of aremedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to implement a particular option.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and O&M costs, and hét-present—worth costs.

The following "modifying” criteria are used in the final evaluation of the remedial
alternatives after the formal comment period, and may prompt modification of the
preferred remedy that was presented in the Proposed Plan: '

R 8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS reports and
Proposed Plan, the State concurs with, opposes, or has no comments on the selected
remedy.

9. Community acceptance refers to the public's generél responsé to the alternatives
described in the RI/FS reports and Proposed Plan.

A comparative analysis. of these alternatives based upon the evaluation criteria noted
above follows.

1. Overall Protection of Humah Health and the Environment .

The HHRA for the Site indicated the potential for risks associated with ingestion of
contaminated groundwater by future on-site workers and future on-site adult and child
residents. Alternative 1 would not include any monitoring or remedial measures, and as
such, would not be protective of public health and the environment. Alternative 2 would
only require long-term monitoring of the groundwater plume and institutional controls. As
such, Alternative 2 would only be marginally more protective of human health and the
environment than Alternative 1 because the grouhdwater plume would be monitored.
Alternative 3 would provide overall protection of human health and the environment
through implementation of a pump and treat system to extract and treat the groundwater
contamination and natural attenuation processes. Alternatives 1 and 2 would rely solely
upon natural processes to restore groundwater quality to drinking water standards. -
Although more costly than the other two alternatives, Alternative 3, which would include
extraction and ex-situ treatment of contaminated groundwater, would result in the
restoration of water quality in the aquifer approximately 11 years sooner than natural .
processes alone. : '

2. Compliance with ARARs

EPA and NYSDOH have promulgated health-based protective MCLs (40 CFR Part 141,
and 10 NYCRR, Chapter 1), which are enforceable standards. for various drinking water
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contaminants. Alternatives 1 and 2 would not comply with chemical-specific ARARs
because no groundwater treatment would be undertaken and the groundwater model
" predicts it would take 46 years for the contaminant levels to drop below MCLs. Alternative
3 would comply with chemical-specific ARARs through active removal and treatment of
- groundwater contamination. Alternative 3 would also comply with location- and action-
specific ARARs that may be applicable to the treatment plant location, any necessary
piping to the plant from the extraction well or from the plant to the recharge basun All work
. would comply with health and safety ARARs.

- 3. Long-Term Effectivenéss and Permanence

* Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 would provide long-term effectiveness and permanence, but in
different time frames. Alternatives 2 and 3 would require 46 years for the groundwater
contaminant levels to be reduced to levels below the MCLs. Alternative 2 would provide
slighter greater long-term effectiveness than Alternative 1 because institutional controls
- would be employed. Alternative 3 would achieve long-term effectiveness and permanence
in 35 years by extracting contaminated groundwater from the aquifer and treating it to
remove the contaminants. Alternatives 2 and 3 also would include vapor intrusion
sampling and mitigation, if necessary, in six commercial buildings at the Site. .

4. Reduction in Toxicity, Mobilitv.'or'Vqume Through Treatment

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment since
no treatment would be implemented. Alternative 3 would reduce the mobility and volume
of the contaminant plume through groundwater extraction and reduce the toxicity through
ex-situ treatment using air strippers. Alternative 3 would prevent the contaminant plume
with concentrations above the MCLs from migrating downgradient. Alternatives 2 and 3
would also provide for mitigation due to vapor intrusion in the commercial buildings, if
deemed necessary. :

5. Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternative 1 would not have any short-term impact. Alternative 2 would have minimal
short-term impact to the community and the environment due to the annual sampling of
wells. Alternative 3 would have some additional impact to the community due to the drilling
of wells and the construction of the groundwater extraction well(s) and treatment systems,
but the duration would be short and the disturbance would be minimal.

6. Implementability

All three alternatives are implementable. Alternative 1 would be the easiest to implement,
since it involves no action. Alternative 2 would be the next easiest to implement, since it
only involves annual sampling of monitoring wells and would not have any ground intrusion
activities. Alternative 3 would be also be easy to implement but more involved. Access
for .installation of extraction well(s) and construction of a treatment facility would be
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required and various contractors would need to be procured. Construction activities could
be readily conducted using standard equment and. procedures

7. Cost

Alternative 1-would not involve any costs. Alternative 2 would have relatively low costs
since it only includes annual sampling of monitoring wells and vapor intrusion investigation -
of the commercial buildings. The costs associated with Alternative 3 primarily reflect the
installation and operation of a groundwater extraction and treatment system and vapor
intrusion mitigation systems in the commercial buildings, if deemed necessary. Although
more costly than the other two Alternatives, Alternative 3 would result in the restoration of
water quality in the aquifer approximately 11 years sooner than the natural processes relied
on in Alternatives 1 and 2 alone.

Alternative [Capital Cost , ' Annual O&M | Total Present Worth
1 $0 $0 | . : $0
2 1 $300,000 | ~ $150,000/$110,0007 | ~ $2,290,000
3 $6,240,000 {$850,000/175,000/110,000® $13,160,000

If the Contingency Plan is necessary, the capital costs for these alternatives would increase by $5,660,000
and the annual O & M costs would increase by $680,000. The actual present worth value of the contingency
plan cannot be calculated, however, if it were to be lmplemented the contingency plan wouid only operate until

 the MCLs are achieved.

(7) Includes long-term monitoring costs only. The monitoring program would be reduced after 25 years.
(8) O&M and long-term monitoring for years 1-10/long-term monitoring for years 10-25/reduced long-term
monitoring for years 25-35.

8. State Acceptance

NYSDEC does not concur with the Record of Decision at this time pending review of the
environmental easement requirements (see Appendix 1V).

9. Community Acceptance

Comments received during the public comment period indicate that the public generally
supports-the selected remedy. These comments are summarized and addressed in the
Responsiveness Summary, which is attached as Appendix V to this document. :

PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTE
No materials which meet the definition of “principal threat wastes” were identified during
the RI/FS. Nevertheless, the EPA mandate (NCP Section 300.430 (a)(1)(iii)(F)) which

requires that a contaminated sole-source drinking water aquifer be restored to beneficial
use is met through treatment of the TCE and PCE groundwater contamination. No
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“evidence was found during the RI that dense nonaqueous phase liquids (DNAPLs) are
present within the saturated zone of the aquifer. Soil sample results indicated no VOCs
remain in the unsaturated zone in the areas of the former airfield that were sampled.
Therefore, no principal threat wastes are present at the Site. : '

SELECTED REMEDY
Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy

Based upon consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the
alternatives, and public comments, EPA has determined that Alternative 3 (groundwater
extraction and ex-situ treatment) best satisfies the requirements of CERCLA Section 121,
42 U.S.C. Section 9621, and provides the best balance of tradeoffs among the remedial
alternatives with respect to the NCP's nine evaluation criteria listed at 40 CFR Section
300.430(e)(9).

Through groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment, Alternative 3 will satisfy CERCLA's
preference for remedial actions which employ, as a principal element, treatment to
permanently and significantly reduce the volume, tOXICIty, or mobility of the hazardous
substances pollutants and contaminants at a site.

Alternative 3, which includes extraction and ex-situ treatment of contaminated
groundwater, will result in the restoration of water quality in the aquifer more quickly than
‘ natural processes alone and provide for vapor rntrusron mrtrgatron if deemed necessary.

EPA believes that the preferred remedy will remove contaminated groundwater from the’
aquifer, be protective of human health and the environment, comply with ARARS, be cost-
effective, and utilize permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable. The
preferred remedy also will meet the statutory preference for the use of treatment as a
principal element

Description of the Selected Remedy

The selected remedy includes the following cornponents:

Pre-Design [nvestigation of the Contaminant Plume: A pre-design investigation will be
conducted to collect information for the remedial design. The pre-design investigation will

include: installation of three multiport monitoring wells; a pumping test; a literature review;
and infiltration tests at the Nassau County recharge basin #124.

The northern boundary and the vertical extent of the contaminant plume will be refined
atwell locations SVP/GWM-2 and SVP/GWM-4. A new well, SVP/GWM-9, will be installed
to the north of well GWX-9953 to confirm the northern boundary of the plume. A new well,
SVP/GWM-10, will be installed to the west of well GWX-10019 to confirm the total depth,
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the contaminant levels, and the vertical distribution of the contaminant plume at this area.
A new well, SVP/GWM-11, will be installed to the south of the two supply wells GWP-10
and GWP-11 to monitor whether contaminants are migrating downgradient from the area
directly south of the supply wells (see map at Figure 13). The new multi-port monitoring
wells will be installed 40 feet deeper than SVP/GWM-4. The installation of the three new
wells will be similar to the multi-port monitoring well installation conducted during the RI.
In addition, gamma logs will be run in all new wells to determine lithology.

A pumping test will be conducted to improve the accuracy of the groundwater model. A
literature review will be conducted to obtain all available lithology logs of existing wells near
the Site. The lithology data obtained from this review and the pre-design investigation
gamma logs at the new multiport wells WI|| be used to further refine the groundwater .
model’s Site-specific conditions.

Infiltration tests will also be conducted at the Nassau County recharge basin #124 to obtain
information on its current capacity in order to calibrate the groundwater model.

Groundwater Modeling: The preliminary three-dimensional groundwater mode! will be
updated for the remedial design. Up-to-date contaminant distribution data will be collected
from the pre-design investigation, and used to update the contaminant plume maps. The
lithology and Site-specific hydraulic conductivity obtained during literature review and the
pumping test will be incorporated into the model. During the remedial design, the most
recent available pumping data and water level data will be used and the model W|II be re-
cahbrated accordingly.

The improved groundwater model with up-to-date contaminant data will be used to select
the final location(s) of groundwater extraction well(s) and discharge options for treated
groundwater for the remedial design.

Stage Il Cultural Resource Survey:' If ground intrusion such as well drilling or pipe routing
are planned in any areas specified as sensitive for archeological resources during the
Stage 1A cultural resource survey, a Stage Il survey will be conducted.

Groundwater Extraction Well: To reduce the contaminant concentrations reaching the two
supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11, a groundwater extraction weli(s) will be installed south
.of SVP/GWM-4 as shown in Figure 11. A new remedial extraction well SVP-4E will capture
the contaminant plume upgradient of SVP/GWM-4, including the 200 ug/L contour of the
PCE plume, while ensuring that the pumping capacity of supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-
11 is not affected. The final location and number of extraction wells required will be
determined after the pre-design investigation is completed and the groundwater model is
updated.

The location, screen interval, and pumping rate of new SVP-4E were estimated using the
preliminary groundwater model. The proposed pumping rate is 150 gpm with the screened
interval from 175 to 275 below msl. The preliminary groundwater model indicated that after
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10 years of pumping at SVP-4E, most of the contaminant plume upgradient of this
extraction well will be removed. A very small portion of the contaminant plume near SVP-
4E will still have concentrations above the MCLs. However, continuous operation of SVP-
4E after 10 years was not recommended in the model, because it will not improve the
~overall cleanup time of the entire plume. As the preliminary groundwater model indicated,
the drawdown caused by operation of both the new extraction well (SVP-4E) and the
supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11 may create a low flow zone between the two pumping
areas. To the north of this low flow zone, groundwater flows toward SVP-4E; to the south
of this low flow zone, groundwater flows toward the two supply wells. However,
contaminants within the low flow zone may be held in place until extraction well SVP-4E
is shut down. Once the extraction well SVP-4E is shut down, the low flow zone would
disappear. -

To minimize the low flow zone, several model simulations were conducted. Simulations
included: a) one extraction well sequentially at different locations, b) three extraction welis
running simultaneously at a lower flow rate and perpendicular to the groundwater flow, and
c) three extraction wells running simultaneously at a lower flow rate-and parallel to the
groundwater flow. The results indicated that in order to capture the contaminant plume
upgradient of new extraction wells, it is difficult to avoid creating a low flow zone.

Ex-Situ_Groundwater Treatment: A low profile air stripper will remove the VOC
contaminants. During the remedial design, additional treatment technologies (including
liquid phase carbon adsorption) may be considered if additional information suggests the
need for treatment following air stripping. The treated water will meet groundwater and
surface water discharge standards.

Based on the maximum concentrations of PCE and TCE detected in SVP/GWM-4 during
the RI, the maximum total VOCs (PCE and TCE) generated in the off-gas from the air
stripper would be 1.5 pounds per day (Ibs/day). According to the OSWER Directive
9355.0-28, Control of Air Emissions from Superfund Air Strippers and Superfund Sites
(EPA 1989), off-gas treatment will not be necessary since the total VOC emissions are
below 15 Ibs/day. For New York State, according to air emission regulation SBNYCRR Part
212, the off-gas treatment required for VOC emission less than 1 pound per hour (Ib/hr)
is determined by the commissioner on a case by case basis. The emission rate at this Site
is expected to be SIgnlflcantIy below 1 Ib/hr.

As stated above, the new extraction well SVP-4E will be operated for approximately 10
- years, at which time it is estimated that contaminant levels in the majority of the zone of
influence upgradient of the new pumping well would approach or achieve the MCLs,
‘although the contamination in the groundwater near SVP-4E may be slightly above MCLs.
It is also noted that at the end of the same 10-year period, the contamination in extracted
groundwater in supply wells GWP-10 and 11 would, before wellhead treatment, be at or
near the MCLs since the wells pump water from both contaminated and clean parts of the
Magothy aquifer. The preliminary groundwater model indicated that after SVP-4E is shut
down, it will take approximately another 25 years for the PCE and TCE contaminant
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residuals in the aquifer to achieve MCLs through natural processes. The residual
contamination is expected to remain within the capture zone of the two supply wells until
levels are reduced to below the MCLs. The overall duration for this alternative is estimated
to be 35 years. : '

The proposed location of the ex-situ treatment system is shown in Figure 12.

Discharge of Treated Groundwater: - The treated groundwater will be discharged to the
local Nassau County recharge basin #124. The basin was constructed in 1940 and was
designed for an estimated tributary area of 162 acres. The estimated available capacity
is approximately 1,124,960 cubic feet. This basin has a 36-inch overflow pipe located in
the southeast corner. The overflow eventually leads to Hempstead Lake and ultimately to
tidal waters. With a 150 gpm discharge rate from the new groundwater extraction well
SVP-4E, the daily loading to the recharge basin will be 28,944 cubic feet, significantly lower
than the basin’s capacity. However, during a storm event, the run-off would reduce the
available capacity of the basin for groundwater discharge. During the remedial design,
results of infiltration tests will be used to calculate the capacity of the recharge basin. Run-
off from a representative rain event will also be calculated to verify the avallable capacrty )
for treated groundwater dlscharge

Evaluation and Upgrade of the Air Strippers at supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11: The
two packed tower air strippers at the supply wells were installed in 1987, and have been
in operation for approximately 20 years. During the years of operation, the.Village has
upgraded the stripper capacity several times. An evaluation of the conditions of the air
strippers will be conducted. Any necessary upgrade or replacement of the air strippers will
be evaluated. The upgrade or replacement costs of the air strippers will be estimated
based on the condition of the existing treatment system.

Vapor Intrusion Sampling: There is concern, based on previous sampling results, that Site-
related vapor may migrate into the commercial buildings to the west of the mall. Vapor
intrusion sampling will be conducted at six buildings during the winter heating season.
Vapor mitigation systems will be installed, if further sampling indicates the need for such
systems.

Institutional Controls: Institutional controls will be relied upon to restrict the future use of
groundwater at the Site. Specifically, the New York State Department of Health State
Sanitary Code regulates installation of private potable water supply wells in Nassau .
County. In addition, EPA will rely on the current zoning in the area including and
surrounding the mall to restrict the land use to commercial industrial uses. If a change in
land use is proposed, additional investigation of soils in this area will be necessary to
support the land use change. Regulatory requirements under the State's Superfund
program may result in NYSDEC seeking to obtain easements/covenants on various
properties within the Site.
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- Site Management Plan: A SMP will be developed and will provide for the proper
management of all Site remedy components post-construction, such as institutional
controls, and shall also include: (a) monitoring of Site groundwater to ensure that, following
remedy implementation, the groundwater quality improves; (b) conducting an evaluation
of the potential for vapor intrusion, and mitigation, if necessary, in the event of future-
construction at or in the vicinity of the Site; (c) provision for any operation and maintenance
required of the components of the remedy; and (d) periodic certifications by the
owner/operator. or other person implementing the remedy that any lnstltutlonal and
engineering controls are in place.

Long-term Monitoring: The contaminant plume will be monitored through annual sampling
and analysis of groundwater. The results of the long-term monitoring program will be used
to evaluate changes in the contaminant plume over time and to ensure achievement of
MCLs. Approximately 14 wells will be included in the long-term monitoring program,
including seven multi-port wells installed during the RI (SVP/GWM-2 through SVP/GWM-
- 8), three new multi-port wells, two single screen monitoring wells (GWX-10019 and GWX-
10020), two supply wells, and annual groundwater sampling reports. Each new multi-port
monitoring well was assumed to have 10 sampling ports.

Contingency Plan: In the event that public supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11 are taken
out of service permanently or area operated at a significant reduction of their current
pumping rates, a contingency plan would be implemented to capture and treat the
~ contaminant plume in that area. The contingency plan would include the installation of a
new well or wells in the vicinity of supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11 and an ex-situ
treatment system.

Five Year Review: Because MCLs will take longer than five years to achieve, a review-of
Site conditions will be conducted no less often than once every five years. '

Summary of the Estimated Remedy Costs

The estimated capital, annual O&M, and total present-worth cost for the selected
groundwater remedy are $6,240,000, $850,000 (for O&M and long-term monitoring for the
first 10 years), $175,000 (long-term monitoring for years 10 through 25 and $111,000 for
" years 26 through 35), and $13,160,000, respectively. Table 13 provides the basis for the
cost estimates for Alternative 3. As stated earlier, if the Contingency Plan is implemented,
it would result in additional estimated costs of $5,660,000 and $680 000, for capltal costs
and O&M costs, respectively.

It should be noted that these cost estimates are order-of-magnitude engineering cost
estimates that are expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project cost.
These cost estimates are based on the best available information regarding the anticipated
scope of the selected remedy. Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur as a result

of new information and data collected during the engineering design of the remedy. '
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Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy

The results of the risk assessment indicate that there is an unacceptable future cancer risk
from exposure to contaminated groundwater through ingestion, inhalation and dermal

contact to future residents if the Site were ever developed as a residential area, and |

through ingestion to future on-site workers.
- The selected remedy will allow for the following potential land and groundwater use.

Land Use

The land use at the Site is not expected to change in the future. The mall area is
developed as commercial and office facilities and the residential areas are also fully
developed, with very little vacant land available for development.

Groundwater Use

~ Under the selected remedy, contaminated groundwater will be treated and returned to
productive use. The use of remediation well(s) will accelerate the cleanup of the
groundwater and prevent the most highly contaminated groundwater from reaching the two
Village of Garden City supply wells. EPA does not anticipate that groundwater usage at
the two supply wells will change in the future, but a Contingency Plan will ensure that
contaminated groundwater does not migrate downgradient should the two supply wells be
shut down or their level of pumping be severely reduced.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Under CERCLA Section 121 and the NCP, the lead agency must select remedies that are
protective of human health and the environment, comply with ARARs (unless a statutory
waiver is justified), are cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent
practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for remedial actions which
employ treatment to permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility
of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants at a site.

For the reasons discussed below, EPA has determlned that the selected remedy meets
these statutory requnrements

- Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Groundwater concentrations of several chlorinated VOCs in the aquifer exceed their
respective MCLs, thereby posing a potential human health risk.

The selected remedy will be protective of human health and the environment through
implementation of a remedial pump and treat system to extract and treat the groundwater
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contamination. The remedy will restore the groundwater to Ievelé below the MCLs more
rapidly than relying on natural attenuation processes alone. .

Compliance with ARARs and Other Environmental Criteria, Advisories or Guidance

A summary of the ARARs and other federal or state advisories, criteria, or guidance and
To-Be-Considered (TBCs) is presented below. TBCs may be very useful in determining
what is protective of a Site or how to carry out certain actions or requirements.

.o

[ o o o

(-] -] o o [+]

National Primary Drinking Water Standards—i\/laximufn Contaminant Levels (MCLs)

| and Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs) (40 CFR Part 141)

OSWER Draft guidance for Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway
from Groundwater and Soils

New York Surface Water and Groundwater Quality Standards and Groundwater
Effluent Limitations (6 NYCRR Part 703)

New York State Ambient Water Quality Standards and Gundance Values and
Groundwater Effluent Limitations (Technical and Operational Guidance Series
1.1.1)

New York State Department of Health Drlnklng Water Standards (10 NYCRR Part
5)

National Hlstorlc Preservation Act (40 CFR 6.301)

RCRA Identification and Listing of Hazardous Wastes (40 CFR 261)

RCRA Standards Applicable to Generators of Hazardous Wastes (40 CFR 262)
RCRA—Standards for Owners/Operators of Permitted Hazardous Waste Facilities
(40 CFR 264.10-164.18) '
RCRA—Preparedness and Prevention (40 CFR 264. 30—264 31)
RCRA—Contingency Plan and Emergency Procedures (40 CFR 264.50-264.56)
New York Hazardous Waste Management System — General (6 NYCRR Part 370)
New York Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste (6 NYCRR Part 371)
Department of Transportation (DOT) Rules for Transportation of hazardous
materials (49 CFR Parts 107, 171, 172, 177 to 179)

RCRA Standards Applicable to Transporters of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR 263)
New York Hazardous Waste Manifest System and Related Standards for
Generators, Transporters and Facilities (6 NYCRR Part 372)

New York Waste Transporter Permit Program (6 NYCRR Part 364)

RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR 268)

New York Standards for Universal Waste (6 NYCRR Part 374-3) and Land Disposal

- Restrictions (6 NYCRR Part 376)

Clean Water Act (40 CFR 122, 125)

Clean Water Act Water Quality Criteria (Federal Ambient Water Quality Crlterla and
Guidance Values [40 CFR 131.36)) .

Safe Drinking Water Act - Underground Injection Control (40 CFR 144, 146)

New York Regulations on State Pollution Dlscharge Elimination System (SPDES) -
(6 NYCRR Parts 750-757)

- 33



o New York Surface Water and Groundwater Quality Standards and Groundwater
Effluent Limitations (6 NYCRR Part 703)

° New York State Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values and
Groundwater Effluent Limitations (Technical and Operatlonal Guidance Serles
1.1.1)

o New York State Regulations on Environmental Remediation 6 NYCRR part 375-
1.8(a)(5)

o Clean Air Act, National Amblent Air Quality Standards (40 CFR 50)
° Federal Directive - Control of Air Emissions from Superfund Air Strippers (OSWER
. Directive 9355.0-28) ‘

o - New York State Air Regulations (6 NYCRR Part 200, et seq.)

° New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (6 NYCRR Part 602)
Applications for Long Island Wells

° New York State Department of Health State Sanitary Code Appendlx 5 B Standards
for Water Wells

Cost-Effectiveness

A cost-effective remedy is one whose costs are proportional to the remedy’s overall
effectiveness (NCP Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D)). Overall effectiveness is based on the
evaluations of: long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, and
volume through treatment; and short-term effectiveness. Based on the comparison of
overall effectiveness to cost, the selected remedy meets the statutory requirement that
Superfund remedies be cost-effective in that it will achieve the remediation goals more
rapidly than solely relying on natural processes within the aquifer.

Each of the alternatives has undergone a detailed cost analysis. In that analysis, capital
and annual O&M costs have been estimated and used to develop present-worth costs. In
the present-worth cost analysis, annual O&M costs were calculated for the estimated life
of an alternative using a 7% discount rate. The estimated present-worth cost of the
selected groundwater remedy is $13,160,000. EPA believes that the cost of the selected
alternative is proportional to its overall effectiveness because it reduces the time required
to achieve MCLs within the aquifer.®

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Altematlve Treatment Technologies to the
Maximum Extent Practicable

The selected remedy provndes the best balance of tradeoffs among the alternatives with -
respect to the balancing criteria set forth in NCP Section 300.430(f)(1)(i)(B), such that it
- represents the maximum extent to which permanent solutions and treatment technologies
can be utilized for the groundwater at the Site. In addition, the selected remedy provides
significant protection of human health and the environment, provides long-term
effectiveness, is able to achieve the ARARs more quickly than the other alternatives, and
is therefore cost-effective.
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The selected groundwater remedy.is considered a permanent remedy and will employ a
treatment technology to reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the contaminants in the
groundwater. ' ’

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a principal element is
satisfied under the selected remedy in that contaminated groundwater will be treated and
treatment will be used to reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of contamination and
achieve cleanup levels.

Five-Year Review Requirements

Under EPA policy, since MCLs will take longer than five years to achieve, a review of Site
conditions will be conducted no less often than once every five years.

®As stated earlier, the actual present worth value of the contingency plan cannot be
calculated. However, if implemented, the contingency plan would only operate until MCLs
are achieved. Even if the contingency plan were to be implemented, the selected remedy
would still be cost-effective because it would ensure treatment of the contaminant plume
in the area of GWP-10 and GWP-11.
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DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

-The Proposed Plan, released for public comment on August 22, 2007, identified Alternative
3 (groundwater extraction and treatment). Based upon its review of the written and oral
comments submitted during the public comment period, EPA determined that no significant
changes to the remedy, as originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary or
‘appropriate. However, a typographical error was noted in the Proposed Plan; O&M costs
for the preferred alternative were reported as $850,000 for the first 10 years and $790,000
for the remaining 25 years. The correct O&M costs are $850,000 (O&M and long-term
monitoring for years 1-10), $175,000 (long-term monitoring for years 10-25) and $111,000
(reduced long-term monitoring for years 25-35). As there was no impact on the overall
remedy cost thls change is not considered significant.-
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" Table 1
Maximum Contaminant Levels for Contaminants of
Concern :

Chemical Groundwater MCL (pg/L)’

Tetrachloroethene ' 5

Trichloroethene

1,1-Dichloroethene

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene

Carbon tetrachloride

g jolor |,

Mg/L = microgram per liter

' New York State Department of Health Drinking Water Standards NYCRR
Title 10, Part 5, Subpart 5-1 Public Water Systems, Effective November
23, 2005 (Statutory authority: Public Health Law 225, Effective May 26,
2004).

(http:/iwww. health state.ny. us/envnronmentaI/water/drlnklng/partS/subpart5
htm) ,



http://www.health.state.ny.us/environmental/water/drinking/part5/subpart5

Table 2

" Multi-Port Well COC Results - Round 1

SVP/GWM-1
Chemical Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6 Port 7 Port 8 Port 9 Port 10
400-405 ft | 370-375ft | 315-320 ft 290-295 ft | 250-255 ft | 200-205 ft | 150-155 ft | 100-105 ft | -50-55 ft
Tetrachloroethene 0.214 024J 0.38J 0.28J 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U
,Trichioroethene 03J 0.77 0.5 0.32J 0.49J 105U 05U 05U 05U
1,1-Dich|oroethene~ 10.32J 0.32J 0.64 0.55J | 0.61 0.12J 05U 05U 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 05U 05U 05U 13U 05U 05U 05U 105U 05U
Carbon tetrachloride 05U 05U -0.5 U 13U o5U 05U 05U 05U 05U
SVYPIGWi-2
Chemical
: Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port6 Port7 Port 8 Port 9 Port 10
450-455 ft | 410415 ft | 370-375ft | 330-335ft | 290-295 ft | 250-255 ft | 190-195 ft | 150-155 ft | 100-105 ft | 50-55 ft
‘Tetrachloroethene 24 1.4 1.6 28 . 5.8 18 . 3.2 2.8 0.86 0.68
Trichloroethene 22 13 16 23 24 25 18 | 25 20 4.9
1,1-Dichloroethene ‘05U 0.46 J 0414 05U 05U 1U 0.5_ U 05U 05U 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 0.97 0.86 2.7 5.2 49 8.4 0.29J 0.36 J 0.8 0.69
Carbon tetrachloride 1014 J 0.13J 105U 05U 0.1J 1U 0.16 J o5U 05U 05U
SVP/IGWRM-3
Chemical . .
: Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6 Port 7
450-455ft | 390-395 ft 370-375 ft 290-295 170-175 ft 100-105 ft 50-55 ft
Tetrachloroethene 02J 0.39J 0.25J 0.54 0.39J 0.65 0.72
Trichloroethene 1.9 3.3 8.9 0.5U 044 05U 05U -
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.11J 0_84 ' 0.27J 0.12J 0.15J 0234 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene os5U 0.25J 0.39J 05U o5U 05U 05U -
Carbon tetrachloride 05U os5U 05U 05U 05U 05U 0.5 U




Table 2
Multi-Port Well COC Results - Round 1

SVPIGWNi-4
Chemical .

Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6 Port 7 Port 8 Port9 Port 10

420-425ft | 400405 ft | 350-355 ft | 305-310 ft | 285-290 ft | 245-250 ft | 185-190 ft | 145-150 ft | 100-105ft | 45-50 ft -
Tetrachloroethene 7.3 20‘ 21 180 220 1330 14 41 15 0.37J
Trichloroethene 30 26 64 280 260 220 260 90 2.7 1.3
1,1-Dichloroethene 1.2 17 1.34 8.9 7.8 55J 224 0.57 05U 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene | 0.41J 0.82J 144 394 364 53J 22J 2.3 0.89 01J
Carbon tetrachloride 04J 1.3 25U 84U 6.3U 13U 6.3U 0.1J 05U 05U

SVPIGWM-5
Chemical :

Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port6 Port 7 Port 8 Port 9 Port 10

430-435ft | 405410 ft | 355-360 ft | 310-315ft | 290-295 ft | 250-255 ft | 190-195 ft | 150-155 ft | 95-100 ft 45-50 ft
Tetrachloroethene 0.5 0.95 0.55 0.72 b.62 0.31J 05 0.33J 0.81 c.11J
Trichloroethene 6.6 32 12 14 19 5 26 0.91 44 011J
1,1-Dichloroethene 1 1 0.37J - 044 0.44J 05U 2.7 2.8 1.2 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene | 0.56 1.8 0.97 1.1 1.7 0.58 0.23J 0.12J 0.34J 05U
Carbon tetrachloride 0.18 J 0254 017 J os5U 0.12J 05 U' 0.5.U 05U 05U 05U

' SVPIGWIVi-6
Chemical ' ' -
| Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6
445-450 ft 365-370 ft 245-250 ft 175-180 ft 100-105 ft . 45-50 ft

Tetrachloroethene 0.23J 05U 0.7 0.52 1.1 05U -
Trichloroethene 1.7 0.334 8.2 2.1 4.3 026 J
1,1-Dichloroethene 6.6 3.7 13 14 22 1.5
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.8 ‘0.69 48J 41. 4 22J 0.26 >J
Carbon tetrachloride 05U 05U o5U os5U 05U O.‘5 U




Multi-Port Well

Table 2

COC Results - Round 1
4  SVPIGWM-7.
Chemical -
Port1 - Port 2 Port 3 Port 4, Port5 Port 6
445-450 ft 425-430 ft 310-315 ft 205-210 ft 100-105 ft 45-50 ft
Tetrachloroethene 05U 0.11'J 2.2 0214 0454 | 05U
Trichloroethene 0.18 J 0.66 9.4 0.38 J 1.2 10,5 U
1,1—‘Dichloroethen'e 0.18 J 14 05U 05U 05U 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 05U 05U 1 05U 05U 05U
Carbon tetrachloride os5uU 0o U j 0.5U 050 05U 05U
- SVP/GWRM-8
Chemical .
Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6
» 435-440 ft 370-375 1t "235-240 ft 155-160 ft 100-105 ft 45-50 ft
Tetrachloroethene 1.9, - 1.9 15 17 34 092
Trichloroethene 1.9 1.5 1.2 1 1.6 05U
1,1-Dichloroethene 05U 05U 05U 05U 105U 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 021J 0.18J 05U 05U 0.18J 05U
Carbon tetrachloride 05U 05U 105U 105U 05U 05U

All results in micrograms per liter (pg/L)

ft = feet
U = Not detected

J = Result is estimated due to exceeded quality control criteria




Table3
Multi-Port Well COC Results - Round 2

SVP/GWM-1
Chemical Port 2 Pbrt 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6 Port 7 Port 8 Port 9 Port 10
400-405 ft | 370-375 ft | 315-320 ft | 290-295 ft | 250-255 ft | 200-205 ft | 150-155 ft | 100-105 ft | 50-55 ft
Tetrachloroethene 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.21J 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U
Trichloroethene 0.99 2.4 1092 . 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U - .
1,1-Dichloroethene 05U 4 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 0.13J 0.22J 05U 05U 05U 65U 05U 05U - 05U
Carbon tetrachloride 05U 0.49J o5u 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U
SVPIGWM-2
Chemical . -
- Port 1 . Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6 Port 7 Port 8 Port9 Port 10
450-455 ft | 410-415ft | 370-375ft | 330-335 ft | 290-295 ft | 250-255 ft | 190-195ft | 150-155 ft | 100-105 ft | 50-55 ft
Tetrachloroethene 1.8 2.3 4.4 26 2.2 4.3 2.3 2.3 ' 0.38J 0.1_4 J
Trichloroethene 15 17 38 J 21 - 23 J 17 12 18 18 IE
1,1-Dichloroethene 05U 05U 05U cs5U 05U 05U 05U 0.5‘U o5U 05U
cis-i ,2-Dichloroethene 0.74 4.1 10 58 57 10 0.34J 0.48J 0.76 0.14J
Carbon tetrachloride 0.03J 05U 05U 0.06 J 0.07J 0.13J 014 0.06 J 05U 05U
' SVPIGWH-3 |
Chemical
Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6 Port 7
450-455 ft 390-395 ft 370-375 ft 290-295 170-175 ft 100-105 ft 50-55 ft
Tetrachloroethene 05U 05U 03J 024 J 0.46 J 0.64 0.54
Trichloroethene 6.1 14 13 0.51 1 05U 05U
1,1-Dichloroethene 05U 1 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene ,0.12J 0.8 0.61 05U 05U _0.5 U 05U
Carbon tetrachloride 05U 0214 05U 05U 05U 0.12J 0.074




: Table 3
Muiti-Port Well COC Results - Round 2

SVPIGWM4

Chemical .
Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6 Port 7 Port 8 Port 9 Port 10
420-425 ft | 400-405 ft | 350-355 ft | 305-310 ft | 285-290 ft | 245-250 ft | 185-190 ft | 145-150 ft | 100-105 ft | 45-50 ft
Tetrachloroethene 21J 29 210 200 | 100 94 25 16 14 0.31J
Trichlofoethene 21J 22 ‘ 180 200 130 94 120 16 . 29 1.6
1,1-Dichloroethene 5.8 4 9.7 4.8 3.4 2 105U 05U 05U _ cs5U
cis-1,2-DichIoroetHene 22 2.9 11J 5 47 7.8 27 1.4 0.62 0.13J
Carbon tetrachioride 1.8 2.9 0.29J 0.12 J—~ | 0.08.J 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U
' SVP/GWM-5
Chemical ]
Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6 Port 7 Port 8 Port 9 Port 10
430-435 ft | 405-410 ft | 355-360 ft | 310-315ft | 290-295 ft | 250-255 ft | 190-195 ft | 150-155 ft | 95-100 ft 45.50 ft
| Tetrachloroethene 0.35J 0.92 0:63 0.73 0.6 0.72 04J 0.49J 0.11J 0.37J
Trichloroethene 9.3 28 14 18 18 12 2.1 1.7 0.19J 16
1,1-Dichloroethene 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U ‘ _1.4 05U 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.1 2.9. 1.8 2 2 1.8 _ 026 J 0254 05U 0.18 J
Carbon tefrachloride 043J 0.87 0.19J 011J 0.12J 05U -0.124 0.16J 05U 05U
o 'SVPIGWM-6
Chemical
Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6
445-450 ft 365-370 ft 245-250 ft 175-180 ft | 100-105 ft 45-50 ft
Tetrachioroethene - 05U o5U 0.29J 024 0.54 0.087 J
Trichloroethene 14 05U 2.3 11 2.5‘ 05U
1,1-Dichloroethene ! o5UuU os5U 97 6.7 16 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 0.67 0.19J 594 37J 17 J os5U
‘| Carbon tetrachloride 0.06 J 05U 05U 0294 1 05U




Table 3

Multi-Port Well COC Results - Round 2

SVPIGWM-7
Chemical :
Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port 4 Port 5 Port 6
445-450 ft 425-430 ft 310-315 ft 205-210 ft 100-105 ft 45-50 ft
Tetrachloroethene 05U 05U 7.7 0.56 0.69 05U .
Trichloroethene .1 024J 6.2 20 0.81 1.8 05U
1,1-Dichloroethene 05U 52 05U 05U 05U 105U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene o5U 0.76 3.9 05U 05U 05U
Cargon' tetrachloride 05U 05U 05U 0.5U 05U 05U
SVPIGWM-8 ’
Chemical : '
Port 1 Port 2 Port 3 Port4 Port 5 Port 6
435-440 ft 370-375 ft 235-240 ft 155-160 ft 100-105 ft 45-50 ft
Tetrachloroethene 6.7 13 23 23 . 57 ' 0.35J
Trichloroethene 1.4 3.2 1.1 16 2 05U °
1,1-Dichloroethene 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 05U 0.46 J 05U 05U 0.3J 05U
Carbon tetrachloride 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U . 05U '

All results in micrograms per liter (ug/L)

ft = feet
U = Not detected

J = Result is estimated due to exceeded quality control criteria




Existing Well and Su

Table 4 .
pply Well Results - Round 1

Well GWP-10 GWP-11 10019 10020 10035 8474 8475 9398 9966 9953
Chemical/Depth 377-417 ft | 370-410 ft | 223-228 ft | 185-190 ft | 48-53 ft 485-556 ft | 409-481 ft | 21-22 ft 38-51 ft 35-40 ft
Tétrachloroethene 270 50 2 1.3 0.'5 U 58 55 0.16 J 05U 05U
Trichloroethene 170. 160 | 260 1.6 1.2 29 24 05U 05U 05U
1,1-Dichloroethene 55 4 05U 05U 05U 05U |17 05U 05U 05U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 13 13 21 0.19J 05U 10.76 1.2 05U 05U 05U
Carbon tetrachloride 0.85 0.42J 02J 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U
-Ali results invmicrograms per liter (ug/L)
ft = feet
U = Not detected
J = Result is estimated due to exceeded quality control criteria
. Table 5 | |
. Existing Well and Supply Well Results - Round 2
Well GWP-10 | GWP-11 | 10018 10020 10035 8086 | 8475 9398 9966 9953
Chemical/Depth 377-417 ft | 370-410ft | 223-228 ft | 185-190 ft | 48-53 ft 265-291 ft | 485-556 ft | 409-481 ft | 21-22 ft 38-51 ft 35-40 ft
Tetrachloroethene 230 98 22 0.5U 05U 170 6.3 3.7 05U 05U 05U
Trichloroethene 220 160 170 0.14J 0.31J 54 . 25 16 05U | 05U 05U
1,1-Dichloroethene 12 3.7 05U 05U 05U 17 74 20J 05U 05U 05U
cis-1,-2-DichIoroetHene 26J - 23 05U (05U 53J 14J 0.79J 05U 05U 05U
Carbon tetrachloride 12 046 J 0.28J 05U 05U 0.44 J 0.42J 05U 05U 05U 05U .

All results in micrograms per Iiter,(pg/L)

ft = feet
U = Not detected

J = Result is estimated due to exceeded quality control criteria




Table 6
Soil Gas Screening Criteria for Chemicals of Concern’

Chemical _ Screening Criteria (pg/m3)
Tetrachloroethene | » 81
Trichloroethene | - 2.2
1,1-Dichloroethene . 20,000
cis-1_,2-Dichloroethene 3,500

Carbon tetradhloride - 16

ug/m?® = micrograms per cubic meter
! Target Deep Soil Gas Concentrations from Table 2¢ of the EPA 2002,

Draft Guidance for Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway
from Groundwater and Soils (EPA 530-D-02-04).




Table 7
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and
Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations

Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future
Medium: B Groundwater
Exposure Medium: Groundwater

Exposure Chemical of Concentration Concentra- | Frequency Exposure EPC Statistical
Point Concern ? Detected tion Units of Point . Units Measure
- - "} Detection | Concentration
- Min Max : ~(EPC)
Tap Water' Tetrachloroethene 0.09 350 Mg/l - 108/127 ’ 60 pg/L .99% Cheb
Trichloroethene 0.11 280 " pg/l 110127 77 ' Hg/L 99% Cheb'

' Exposure to volatilizing chemicals during showering was evaluated using the Andelman shower model, as modified by Shaum, et al. The
modeled EPCs for the adult resident were 900 ug/m?® for PCE and 1,200 ug/m?® for TCE. The modeled EPCs for the child resident were
1,600 ug/m® for PCE and 2,200 ug/m?®for TCE.

% 1,1-dichloroethene, cis-1,2-dichloroethene and carbon tetrachloride are site-related contaminants that are considered COCs because they
exceed or have the potential to exceed their MCLs.

99% Chebyshev UCL (99% Cheb)

: Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations -
This table presents the chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for each of the COCs detected in
groundwater (i.e., the concentration that will be used to estimate the exposure and risk from each COC in groundwater). The table includes
the range of concentrations detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was
detected in the samples collected at the site), the EPC and how it was derived.




Table 8

Selection of Exposure Pathways

Scenario Medium Exposure Exposure Receptor Receptor 'Exposuré On-Site Type of Rationale for Selection or Excldsion of Exposure Pathway
Timeframe Medium Point Population | Age Route 1Off-Site Analysis .
Current Ground- Groundwater Tap Water Resident Adu>ll Dermal Off-Site None Current nearby residents are connected to.the public water supply.
water - : J -
Ingestion Off-Site None Current nearby residents are connected to the public water supply.
Child Dermal Off-Site None Current nearby residents are connected to the public water supply.
(0-6 yrs)
Ingestion Off-Site None Current nearby residents are connected to the public water supply.
Site Worker | Adult Ingestion On-Site None - Current nearby residents are connected to the public water supply.
Air Water Resident Adult Iinhalation | Off-Site None Current neafby residents are connected to the public water supply.
Vapors at . _
ﬁ:;;ver— Child Inhalation Off-Site None Current nearby residents are connected to the publii: water supply.
(0-6 yrs) :
Air Vapors indoor Air” Resident Adult Inhalatibn Off-Site None Nearby residents could be exposed via inhalation of vapors from
Vapors i subsurface intrusion. More information about the vapor intrusion
from Child Inhalation Off-Site None mve;tl_gatlo.n at the site can be fqund in a separate report in the
Subsurface administrative record. .
(0-6 yrs)
Site Worker | Adult Inhalation On-Site .None Site workers may be exposed via inhalation of vapors from subsurface
: : intrusion. More information about the vapor intrusion investigation at
the site can be found in a separate report in the administrative record.
Future Ground- Groundwater Tép Water Resident Adult " Dermal On-Site Quant _Private wells could be installed in the future for residénts.
water
Ingestion On-Site Quant Private wells could be installed in'the future for residents.
Child Dermal On-Site Quant Private wells could be instailed in the future for residents.
(0-6 yrs) )
Ingestion On-Site Quant Private wells could be installed in the future fon_' residents.
Site Worker | Adult Ingestion On-Site Quant Private wells could be installed in the future for residents.
Air Water Resident Aduit Inhalation | On-Site Quént Private wells could be installed in the future for residénts.
Vapors at : . i
:’2::'&' Child Inhalation On-Site " | Quant Private wells could be installed in the future for residents.
(0-6 yrs)
Air Vapors Indoor Air Resident Adult Inhalation On-Site None Residential homes could be located on the site in the future and
Vapors residents could be exposed via inhalation of vapors from subsurface
from . . o intrusion. More information about the vapor intrusion investigation at
Subsurface gjgdyrs) Inhaation On-Site None the site can be found in a separate report in the administrative record.
Site Worker { Adult Inhalation On-Site None




Table 8

Selection of Exposure Pathways

Quant =

Quantitative risk analysis performe'd

Summary of Selection of Exposure Pathways
The table describes the exposure pathways associated with the groundwater that were evaluated for the risk assessment, and the rationale for the inclusion of each pathway Exposure medla exposure
points, and the characteristics of receptor populations are included.

Table 9

Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Pathway: Oral/Dermal

Chemical of Chronic/ Oral RfD | Oral RfD Absorp. Adjusted RfD | Adjusted Primary Combined Sou.rces of Dates of RfD
Concern Subchronic Value Units Efficiency (Dermal) Dermal RfD Target Uncertainty RfD Target '
' -(Dermal) Units Organ Modifying Organ
Factors
Tetrachloroethene | Chronic 1.0E-2 mg/kg-day NA 1.0E-2 mg/kg-day Liver 1 1000 IRIS 11/01/06
Trichloroethene Chronic 3.0E-4 mg/kg-day NA 3.0E4 mg/kg-day Liver, kidney, 3000 NCEA 4/15/03
' fetus
Pathway Inhalation
Chem|cal of Concern Chronic/ | Inhalation Inhalation Inhalation RfD | Inhalation - Primary Combined Sources of Dates
. Subchro | RfC RfC Units RfD Units Target Organ | Uncertainty/ RfD: Target
nic : ‘| Modifying Organ
Factors
Tetrachloroethene NA NA mg/m3 NA mg/kg-day NA NA NA 11/17/07
-| Trichloroethene Chronic 4.0E-2 mg/m3 1.1E-2 mg/kg-day 'CNS 1000 NCEA 04/14/03

Key
NA: No information available

IRIS: Integrated Risk Information System, U.S. EPA .
NCEA: National Center for Environmental Assessment

Summary of Toxicity Assessment

This table provides non-carcinogenic risk information which is relevant to the contaminants of concern in groundwater. When available, the chronic toxicity data have been used to
develop oral reference doses (RfDs) and inhalation reference doses (RfDi).




Table 10

Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Pathway: Oral/Dermal
Chemical of Concern Oral Cancer | Units Adjusted Cancer Slope Factor Units T Weight of Source Date
: Slope Factor Slope Factor (for Evidence/Cancer
’ Dermal) Guideline
Description
Tetrachloroethene 5.4E-1 (mg/kg/day)” 5.4E-1 (mg/kg/day)’ 28 CalEPA 03/03/07
Trichloroethene 4.0E-1 (mg/kg/day)™ 4.0E-1 . (mg/kg/day)” B2-C NCEA 01/22/03
Pathway: Inhalation .
Chemical of Concern Unit Risk Units Inhalation Slope Slope Factor Units Weight of . Source Date
: Factor Evidence/ Cancer
Guideline
Description
Tetrachloroethene 5.9E-6 (mg/m3)" 2.1E:2 (mg/kg-day)” 2B CalEPA 12/13/04
Trichloroethene 1.1E-4 (mg/m® 4.0E-1 (mg/kg-day)”’ B2-C NCEA -01/17/07

Key:

EPA Weight of Evidence:

CalEPA: California Environmental Protection Agency
NA: No information available o
NCEA: National Center for Environmental Assessment

A - Human carcinogen
B1 - Probable Human Carcinogen-Indicates that limited human data are available

B2 - Probable Human Carcinogen-Indicates sufficient evidence in animals associated with the site and
inadequate or no evidence in humans

C - Possible human carcinogen

D - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen

E- Evidence of noncarcinogenicity

California Weight of Evidence:

2B - The agent is possibly carcinogenic to humans

. Summary of Toxicity Assessment .
This table provides carcinogenic risk information which is relevant to the contaminants of concern in groundwater. Toxicity data are provided for both the oral and inhalation routes of exposure.




Table 11

Risk Characterization Summary’- Noncarcinogens

Scenario Timeframe:~  Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical of Concern | Primary Non-Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Point Target Organ N
__|ngestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Groundwater Groundwater Tap Water Tetrachloroethene Liver 0.06 0.06
Trichloroethene Liver, Kidney, 2.5 25
Fetus, CNS
Groundwater Hazard Index Total' = 3.0
Total Liver HI = 3.0
Total Kidney Hi = 3.0
Total Fetus HI = 3.0
Total CNS HI = 3.0
| Scenario Timeframe:  Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical of Concern | Primary Non Carcinogenic Risk
: Medium Point : Target Organ '
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Groundwater Groundwater Tap Water Tetrachloroethene Liver 02 0.01 0.2
Trichloroethene Liver, Kidney, 7.0 0.9 02 8.0
Fetus, CNS : ) .
Groundwater Hazard Index Total’ = 10
Total Liver Hl = 9.0
Total Kidney HI = 8.0
Total Fetus HI = 8.0
Total CNS HI = 8.0
Scenario Timeframe: - Future
Receptor Population: Re_sident
Receptor Age: Child




Table 11
" Risk Characterization Summary - Noncarcinogens

Medium Exposure Exposure - Chemical of Concern Primary Non-Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Point , Target Organ
. Ingestion Inhaiation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Groundwater Groundwater Tap Water Tetrachloroethene Liver 04 0.04 0.4
Trichloroethene Liver, Kidney, 16 12 - 06 29
Fetus, CNS -
' ' G_roundwater Hazard Index Tofa!‘= . 35
Total Liver HI = 32
Total Kidney HI = ' 29
Total Fetus = 29
Total CNS HI = 29

' The HlI represents the summed HQs for all chemicals of potential concern at the site, not just those chemicals requiring remedial action which are shown here.
CNS = Central Nervous System - ' :

“Summary of Risk Characterization - Non-Carcinogens
The table presents hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of hazard quotients) for alf routes of exposure. The Risk Assessment Guidance for

Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index(HI) greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse non-cancer effects.




Table 12 ,
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Worker
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern “Carcinogenic Risk
' Medium :
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Groundwater Groundwater Tap Water Tetrachloroethene 1E-04 1E-04
Trichloroethene 1E-04 - 1E-04
Total Risk = 2E-04
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium ’ -
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Groundwater . . Groundwater Tap Water Tetrachloroethene 3E;04 5E-05 2E-05. 4E-04
Trichlqroethene 3E-04 1E-03 8E-06 _ 2E-03
Total Risk = 2E-03
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Child
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Cheh'lical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
: Medium
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Groundwater Groundwater Tap Water Tetrachloroethene 2E-04 2E-04 2E-05 4E-04
Trichloroethene 2E-04 5E-03 2E-06 5E-03
y Total Risk = 6E-03

Summary of Risk Characterization - Carcinogens

The table presents cancer risks for each route of exposure and for all routes of exposure combined. As stated in the National Contingency Plan, the acceptable risk range for site-
related exposure is 10° to 10™.




_ Table 13 :
Alternative 3: Pump and Treat - Cost Estimate Summary

ltem Description

Extended Cost

CAPITAL COSTS

1. Pre-Design Investigation - $1,1 10,'440
2 Work Plan for Long-term Monitoring Program and Site Management Plan $69,120
3 Baseline Groundwater Sampling $174,756
4 Groundwater Modeling $72,000
5. Engineering Design $750,000
6 Groundwater Pump and Treat System Construction $3,203,963
7 Evaluation and Replacement of Supply Well Air Stﬁppers $799,700
8 Soil Vépor Sampling $84,114
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS , $6,239,000
OPERATION & MAINTENANCE (O&M) COSTS '
Annual O&M Coéts |

9. Groundwater Treatment Plant O&M $675,152
10. Long-term Monitoring (Annual Groundwater Sampling (Year 1 to Year 25)- $174,756
11. Reduced Long-term Monitoring (Annual Groundwater Sampling (Year 26 to Year 35) $111,000
PRESENT WORTH OF 35 YEAR COSTS (with discounting)

12.  Total Capital Costs B $6,239,000
13. Pump-and-Treat O&M Costs (for 10 years) $4,741,998
14, Long-term Molnitoring Costs (for 35 years)

$2,180,142




~ Table 13
Alternative 3: Pump and Treat - Cost Estimate Summary

Item Description ' Extended Cost

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST ‘ ‘ . $13,160,000

Present worth cost calculations assume no inflation.
The pump-and-treat system downgradient of SVP/GWM-4 will operate for 10 years.
It will take 35 years for contaminant concentrations in the plume to be reduced below MCLs. However, because the

size of the plume would be reduced after 25 years, the scale of long-term monitoring will be reduced after 25 years.
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. Dataare summarized in several of the documents that comprise the Administrative Record.
The actual data, quality assurance/quality control, chain of custody, etc. are compiled at
various' EPA offices and can be made available at the record repository upon request.
Bibliographies in the documents and in the references cited in this Record of Decision are
incorporated by reference in the Administrative Record. Many of the documents
referenced in the bibliographies and cited in this Record of Decision are publically available
and readily accessible. Most of the referenced guidance documents are available on the
EPA website (www.epa.gov). [f copies of the documents cannot be located, contact the
EPA Project Manager Caroline Kwan at (212) 637-4275. Copies of the Administrative
Record documents that are not available in the Administrative Record repository file at the -
Village of Garden City Library or Village of Hempstead Library can be made available at
this location upon request. _

I1-1
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OLD ROOSEVELT FIELD CONTAMINATED GW AREA
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS

1.0 SITE IDENTIFICATION
1.3 Preliminary Assessment Reports

P. 100001 - Report: Hazard Ranking'System Documentation Package,
100528 0l1d Roosevelt Field Contaminated GW Area, Garden
: City, Nassau County, New York, CERCLIS ID No.
NYSFN0204234, Volume 1 of 1, prepared by Region II
Superfund Technical Assessment and Response'Team,
Roy F. Weston, Inc., Federal Programs Division, _
- prepared for United States Environmental Protection
. Agency, January 2000. :

3.0 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
3.2 Sampling and Analysis Data/Chain of Custody Forms

P. 300001 - Letter to Ms. Amelia Jackson, EPA QA Officer for RAC
300017 II, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, from
Ms. Jeniffer Oxford;,; RAC II QA Coordinator, CDM

Federal Programs Corporation, re: QA Field

Technical Systems Audit Report, 01d Roosevelt Field
Contaminated Groundwater Superfund Site, Remedial

Investigation[Feasibility Study, Nassau County,
New York, October 19, 2005. :

'P. 300018 - Letter to Mr. Adly Michael, US EPA Region 2, from
300065 Mr. Scott Kirchner, RAC II Analytical Services

Coordinator, CDM Federal Programs Corporation, re:
Sampling Trip Report for RAS Case Number 35187, Old
Roosevelt Field Groundwater Contamination Site,
Groundwater Sampling Event-Round One, prepared by
'CDM Federal Programs Corporation, prepared for U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Region II, April
20, 200s6. :




County, New York, prepared by John Milner
Associates, Inc., prepared for CDM Federal
Programs Corporatlon, May 2005.

P. 300799 - Report: Final Remedial Investigation Report, old
300995 Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Site,

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Garden '
City, New York, Volume 1, prepared by CDM Federal
Programs Corporation, prepared for U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, July 24, 2007.

P. 300996 - Report: Final Remedial Investigation Report, Old
301929  Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Site,
- Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Garden
City, New York, Volume 2, prepared by CDM Federal
Programs Corporation, prepared for U.S.
Environmental Prdtection>Agency, July 24, 2007.

P. 301930 - Report Final Human Health Risk Assessment 0old
" 302160 Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Site,
' Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Garden
City, New York, prepared by CDM Federal Programs
Corporation, prepared for U.S. Env1ronmental
Protection Agency, July 24, 2007.

8.0 HEALTH ASSESSMENTS
8.1 ATSDR Health Assessments

P. 800001 - Report: Public Health Assessment for 0ld Roosevelt
800045 Field Contaminated Groundwater Area, Garden City,
Nassau County, New York, EPA Facility ID:
NYSFN0204234, Final Release, prepared by New York .
State Department of Health Under a Cooperative
Agreement with the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry, July 13, 2004.

9.0 NATURAL RESOURCE<TRUSTEES‘
9.3 Reports

P. 900001 - Report: Chlorinated Organic Compounds in Ground
900070 Water at Roosevelt Field, Nassau County, Long
- Island, New York, prepared by U.S. Geological
Survey, Water-Resources Investigations, Report 86-
4333, prepared in cooperation with. the Nassau County
Department of Public Works, Syosset, New York, 1989.




OLD ROOSEVELT FIELD CONTAMINATED GW AREA

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE UPDATE
' INDEX OF DOCUMENTS

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

302161 -
302194

302195 -
302233

302234 -

302283

. Sampling and Analysis Data/chain of Custody Forms

Report: Analytical Report, Roosevelt Field

Ground Water Contamination Superfund Site, Garden
City, NY, prepared by Lockheed Martin, Inc.,
prepared for U.S. EPA, Region 2, August 9, 2007.

Memorandum to Mr. Jeff Catanzarita, U.S. EPA,
Region 2, from Mr. Tim Macaluso, REAC Geologist,
Lockheed Martin Technology Services, re: Roosevelt
Field Soil Boring Event July 2007, Work Assignment
No. 0-254.1 - Trip Report, August 10, 2007.

Memorandum (with attachment) to R. Singhvi,
EPA/ERT Analytical Work Assignment Manager, from
V. ‘Kansal, REAC Analytical Section Leader,
Lockheed Martin Technology Services, re: Document
transmittal under Work Assignment #0-254, August
20, 2007. '

FEASIBILITY STUDY

Feasibility Study Reports’

400001 -

400218

Report: Final Feasibility Study Report, 0Old
Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Site,

‘Garden City, New York, prepared by CDM Federal

Programs Corporation, prepared for U.S. EPA,
Region 2, August 20, 2007.
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New York State Department of Envumnmemaﬂ C@nsewatnon

Division of Environmental Remediation, 12" Floor
625 Broadway, Albany, New York 12233-7011.
Phone: (518) 402-9706- - FAX: (518) 402-9020

Website: www.dec.ny.gov ' Alexander B. Grannis
’ ) Commissioner

September 28, 2007

Mr. George Pavlou, Director
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Emergency & Remedial Response Division
Floor 19-No. E-38
290 Broadway

- New York, New York 10007-1866

RE:.  Old Roosevelt Field, Site # 130051 |
‘Contaminated Groundwater Area Superfund Site
Record of Decision (ROD)

. Dear Mr. Pavlou:

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (Department) does not
concur with the Old Roosevelt Field site Record of Decision at this time while the Department
reviews the envxronmental easement requirements. :

If you have any questions, please contact Dr. Chittibabu Vasudevan at (518) 402-9625.

rely,

Dale A. Desnoyers
Director
Division of Environmental Remediation

cC: J. LaPadufa, USEPA
A. Carpenter, USEPA
K. Willis, USEPA



ber

S. Ervolina

C. Vasudevan

J. Swartwout

S. Scharf

W. Parish, Region 1

D. Miles, NYSDOH
J. Nealon, NYSDOH
J. DeFranco, NCDH



10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION -

10.9

P.

Proposed Plan

10.00054- Superfund Proposad Plan, 0ld Roosevelt Field

10.00068 Contaminated Groundwater Area Superfund Site,
Garden City, New York, prepared by U.S. EPA,
Region 2, August 2007. '




10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
10.2 Community Relations Plans ' _ S ‘ '

P. 10.00001- Report: Community Involvement Plan., 0ld Roosevelt
10.00049 Field Contaminated Groundwater Area Site, Garden
City, Nassau County, NY, prepared by CDM Federal -
Programs Corporation, prepared for U.S. .
Environmental Protection Agency, Octobér 11, 2005.

10.6 Facts Sheets and Press Releases

P. 10.00050- Environmental Update, 01d Roosevelt Field Superfund
10.00053 Site, Garden City, New York, prepared by EPA,
Region II, June 2005.




P. 300066 - Letter to Mr. Adly Michael, US EPA Region 2, from
300118 Mr. Scott Kirchner, RAC II Analytical Services
Coordinator, CDM Federal Programs Corporation, July

26, 2006, re: Sampling Trip Report for RAS Case
Number 35508, 0ld Roosevelt Field Groundwater

Contamination Site, Groundwater Sampling Event-Round
Two, prepared by CDM Federal Programs Corporation,

prepared for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
‘Region II, July 21, 2006.

3.3 Work Plans

" P. 300119 - Report: Final Work Plan, Volume I, Old Roosevelt

300283 Field Contaminated Groundwater Area Site, Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Stud Nassau Count New
York, prepared by CDM Federal Programs Corporation,
prepared for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
December 10, 2004.

P. 300284 - Letter to Mr. Fernando Rosado, Project Officer, and
300292 = Ms. Caroline Kwan, Remedial Project Manager, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, from Mr. Robert D.
Goltz, P.E., RAC II Program Manager, CDM Federal
Programs Corporation, re: Technical Work Plan Letter
- _Source Area Soil Gas Survey, 0Old Roosevelt Field

Contaminated Groundwater Area Site, Nassau County,
New York, April 12, 2005. '

P. 300293 - Report: Final Quality Assurance Project Plan, 014 -
300618 Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Area
Site, Remedial. Investigation/Feasibility Study,
Nassau County, New York, prepared by CDM Federal
Programs Corporation, prepared for U.S.
. Environmental Protection Agency, June 20, 2005.

P. 300619 - Report: Revised Health and Safety Plan, 01d
300741 Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Area

Site, Remedial TInvestigation/Feasibility Study,
Nassau County, New York, prepared by CDM Federal
Programs Corporation,. prepared for U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency, June 20, 2005.

3.4 Remedial Investigation Reports

P. 300742 - Report: Stage IA Cultural Resources Survey, 014
300798 Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Site

Village of Garden City, Town of Hempstead, Nassau
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
FOR THE
. RECORD OF DECISION
OLD ROOSEVELT FIELD CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER AREA
SUPERFUND SITE
GARDEN CITY, NASSAU COUNTY, NEW YORK

INTRODUCTION

This Responsiveness Summary provides a summary of citizens' comments and
concerns received during the public comment period related to the Old Roosevelt Field
Contaminated Groundwater Area Superfund site (Site) Proposed Plan and provides the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) responses to those comments and
concerns. Allcomments summarized in this document have been considered in EPA’s
final decision in the selection of a remedy to address the contamination at the Site.

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

EPA conducted an remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) at the Site from
2001-2006. The findings are presented in an Rl report* and FS report®. EPA and
NYSDEC'’s preferred remedy and the basis for that preference was identified in a
Proposed Plan. These documents were made available to the public in information
repositories maintained at the EPA Docket Room in the Region 2 offices at 290
Broadway in Manhattan, at the Village of Garden City Public Library located at 60
Seventh Street, Garden City, New York, and at the Village of Hempstead Public Library,
115 Nichols Court, Hempstead, New York. Notices of the commencement of the public
comment period, the public meeting date, a summary of the preferred remedy, EPA
contact information, and the availability of the above-referenced documents were
published in Garden City Life and Garden City News on August 17, 2007 and in Garden
City News on August 24, 2007 and in Garden City Life on August 31, 2007. The public
comment period ran from August 22, 2006 to September 20, 2007. EPA held a public
meeting on September 11, 2007 at 7 00 P.M. at the Village of Garden City Village Hall
to present the findings of the RI/FS and to answer questions from the public about the
Site and the remedial alternatives under consideration. Approximately 25 people,
including residents, local business people, and state and local government officials,
attended the public meeting. On the basis of comments received during the public
comment period, the public generally supports the selected remedy.

4 Final Remedié/ Investigation Report, Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater

Site, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Garden City, New York, Volumes | and
II, CDM Federal Programs Corporation, July 24, 2007.

 Final Feasibility Study Report, Old Roosevelt Field Contam/nated Groundwater Site,
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Garden City, New York, CDM Federal
Programs Corporation, August 20, 2007.
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Superfund Proposed Plan ,

August 2007

PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT

' his document descnbes the remedral alternatlves consrdered for the

and identifies the preferred remedy. wrth the. ratronale for this:
preference Thrs ‘Proposed - Plan was developed by the .U.S.

"of the National Oil- and. Hazardous Substances Pollution: Contingency Pian
.-(NCP) The nature-and extent of the contamination at- the -site’ and the

‘ conducted at the srte

Thrs Proposed Plan rs berng provrded asa supplement to the RI/FS reports

| to: inform the public. of EPA’s preferred remedy andto solicit publrc comments
, pertarnrng to allof the remedral alternatives evaluated, including the preferred.
groundwater alternative. EPA’s preferred remedy includes the installation of

- a groundwater extraction well to capture and treat the. contamrnant plume
The-extraction. well:will be located near multi-port well* SVP-4 and would

- migration of the contaminant plume towards Garden City supply wells GWP-
- 10 and GWP-11: Contaminated groundwater extracted from the new well will

groundwater erI be drscharged to a nearby recharge basm
remedy to. another. remedy, ‘may be made if publrc .comments or.additional

publrc comment on.all of the alternatrves consndered in the Proposed Plan

select a remedy other than the preferred remedy

Act. (CERCLA)0f 1980, as amended, and Sections 300.430(f) and 300. 435(c) t

remedial alternatives’ summarized in this Proposed Plan are described inthe
,July 2007 Remedial Investigation (RI) report, August 2007- Feasrblllty Study 7
f (FS) report, and the. sorl vapor intrusion investigation report EPA encourages

the: public - to: review -these documents -to- gain-a more. ‘comprehensive |
‘understandrng of the’ srte and the Superfund actlvrtres that have been.

be treated using either- air-strippers or carbon adsorptron unrts The treated'-‘

data indicate that such a change will result in a more appropriate remedial
action. The final decision regarding the selected remedy will be made after
- EPA -has-taken into consideration: all. .public, ‘comments. "EPAis. solrcrtrng ¥

Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Area Superfund site ,:f

Plan as part of rts publrc partrcrpatron responsibiiities under Section 117(a) of.
' the Comprehensive Environmental Response,. Compensatron and Lizbility §

E

_capture and treat the contaminated groundwater with elevated concentratrons B
of trichloroethene (TCE). and tetrachloroethene: (PCE) to. prevent further:

The remedy descrrbed in thrs Proposed Plani is the preferred remedy for the 7-'»
site. ' Changes to. the preferred remedy, or a change from“the preferred

and in-the detailed- -analysis section of the RI/FS. report because EPA may 1

'MARK YOUR CALENDAR

August 22, 2007 = September
20, 2007: Public comment period
relate'd to this Proposed Plan'

.September 11 2007 at 7:00
-P.M.: Public meeting at the
inIlage of :Garden City Village
Hall, - 351 - Stewart Avenue,

| Garden City, NY.

CORMMUNITY ROLE IN SELECTION
PROCESS

EPA relies on public input to ensure
that the concerns of the community are
considered in selecting an effective
remedy for each Superfund site. To
this end, the Rl and FS reports and
this Proposed Pian have been made
available to the public for a public
comment period which begins on
August 22, 2007 and concludes on
September 20, 2007.

A public meeting will be held during the
public comment period at the Village of
Garden City Village Hall on September

- 11, 2007 at 7:00 p.m. to present the

conclusions of the RI/FS, to elaborate
further on the reasons for’
recommending the preferred remedy,
and to receive public comments.

Comments - received at the public
meeting, as well as written comments, |
will be documented in the
Responsiveness Summary Section of
the Record of Decision (ROD), the
document which formalizes the
selection of the remedy.



_ Superfund Proposed Plan

Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwatler Area Site

_ SITE BACKGROUND

INFORMA TION REPOSITORIES e
Copies of the Proposed Plan and suppomng
-documentation - are - available at the foIIowmg
mformatlon reposrtorles ,

‘Garden Cuty Pubhc Lubralry

-60 Seventh Street. . ,
- Garden City, New York 11530
- (516) 742-8405
- WWW. nassaulrbrary org/gardenc/

' Hours Call or see websate for summer hours

_ Hempstead Pubhc Lnbrary
115 Nichols Court.
- Hempstead, New York 11550
(516) 481-6990
www. nassauhbrary org/hempstd/

’ _=Hours Call or see websnte for summer hours
i _USEPA-Reglon II
.- Superfund Records Center
-~ 290 Broadway, 18th Floor :
‘New York, New’ York 10007 -1866
. (212) 637-4308 . ’

. .Hours Monday Fnday, 9 00 A M 5:00 P M

' www EPA gov/reg|on02/superfundlnpl/oldroosevelt

Written comments on .the Proposed. Plan should be
addressed to:

Caroline Kwan
Remedial Project Manager
New York Remediation Section -
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th Floor
New York, New York 10007-1866

Telefax: (212) 637-4284
email: kwan.caroline@epa.gov

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTION

Site remedial activities are sometimes segregated into
differerit phases, or operable units, so that remediation of
different environmental media or areas of a site can proceed
separately in an appropriate manner. For the Old Roosevelt

Field Contaminated Groundwater Area site, EPA decided to -

.. address all site contamination as one operable unit.

Site Description

The Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Area
Site (site) is an area of groundwater contamination within
Garden City, in central Nassau County, New York. The site
is located on the eastern side of Clinton Road at the
intersection with Old Country Road. The site includes a thin
strip of open space along Clinton Road (known as
Hazelhurst Park), a large retail shopping mall with a number
of restaurants, and a movie theater. Several office buildings
(including Garden City Plaza) which share parking space
with the shopping mall are situated around its perimeter.
Public supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11 are east of
Clinton Road on the southwestern corner of the site. Two
recharge basins are directly. east and south of the public
water supply wells. The eastern basin is known as

. Pembrook Basin and is on property owned by the shopping

mall. The basin situated to the -south is Nassau County |
Storm Water Basin number 124. o

Site History

The site was used for aviation activities from 1911 to 1951.

The original airfield encompassed 900 to 1,000 acres east
of Clinton Road and south-of Old Country Road. By the time
the field opened in July 1912, there were 5 cement and 30
wooden hangars along Old Country Road, 4 grandstands

" along Clinton Road, and several flying schools.

The United States (U. S.) mititary began using the fiel.d prior

to World War I. The New York National Guard First Aero
Company began training at the airfield in 1915, and in 1916,
the U.S. Army used the field to train Army and Navy officers.
The Army removed the grandstands, built barracks along
Clinton Road, and built larger hangars along Old Country
Road. In 1918, the Army changed the name of the airfield to
Roosevelt Field in honor of Quentin Roosevelt, a son of

- Theodore Roosevelt who had trained there and was kllled. .

during the war.

After World War |, the U. S. Air Service authorized aviation-
related companies to operate from Roosevelt Field, but
maintained control until July 1, 1920, at which time the
Government relinquished control of the field. Subsequently,
the property owners sold portions along the southern edge
of the field and split the remainder of the property into.two
flying fields. The eastern half, with sod runways and-only

- two hangars, continued as Roosevelt Field. The western

haif, which had many hangars, flying schools, and aviation
maintenance shops, became known as Curtiss Field.

By 1929, the eastern field (Roosevelt) had served as the
starting point or terminus of many notable flights, including
Lindbergh’s takeoff for his historic trans-Atlantic flight in May
1927. The western field (Curtiss) was used for flying
circuses, aflying school, aircraft sales and service, and flight
tests. Both fields were bought in 1929 by Roosevelt Field,

‘ _Page 2
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gain called Roosevelt

occupants, including a moving/storage firm, discotheque,

Field. Improvements were made, including the installation of

several large steel and concrete buildings for hangars,

* shops, and office space along Old Country Road. As of
. November 1929, numerous aviation-related businesses
operated in the hangars and other buildings surrounding the
- western field. By 1932, paved runways and 50 buildings
made Roosevelt Field the country’s largest and busiest civil
airfield. While the western field developed into the large
aviation center, the eastern field remained unpaved, with few
buildings, until it was leased in 1935 and became a
racetrack. ‘

Roosevelt Field was used by the Navy and Army during

World War Il. In July 1939, the Army Air Corps contracted

Roosevelt Field, Inc.- to provide airplane and engine
mechanics training to Army personnel at their school. In
early 1941, there were more than 200 Army students and
approximately 600 other students at the Roosevelt Aviation
School. At the beginning of 1942, after the U.S. had entered
the war, civilian flying and private hangar rental ceased at
Roosevelt Field due to a ban on private flying in defense
areas.

As of March 1942, there were 6 steel/concrete hangars, 14

wooden hangars, and several other buildings at Roosevelt
Field. -The Army training school was concentrated in the
buildings located -along Clinton Road. In addition to the
training activities, the Roosevelt Field facilities were used to
receive, refuel crate and ship Army aircraft.

In November 1942, the Navy Bureau of Aeronaut|cs
established a modification center at Roosevelt Field to install
British equipment into U.S. aircraft for the British Royal Navy.
The Navy leased five steel/concrete hangars along Old
Country Road; built a barracks, mess hall, and sick bay; and
commissioned the U.S. Naval Air Facility (NAF) Roosevelt
Field by February 1943. By September 1943, the Navy had
built wooden buildings between four of the hangars, and in
October 1943 leased six additional hangars. NAF Roosevelt
Field was responsible for aircraft repair and maintenance,
equipment installation, preparation and flight delivery of lend-
lease aircraft, and metal work required for the installation of
British modifications. The metal work constituted a
substantial portion of the facility’s work load. The facility also
performed salvage work of crashed Royal Navy planes. The
Navy vacated all but six hangars shortly after the war ended,
and removed their temporary buildings by the time their
lease expired on June 30, 1946. Restoration of buildings
and grounds was completed by August 1946, and Roosevelt

Field operated as a commercial airport until it closed in May

1951.

Atfter the airfield closed, the large Roosevelt Field Shopping
Center was constructed at the site and opened in 1957. The
old field is currently the site of the shopping mall and office
building complexes and is surrounded by commercial areas
and light industry. Three of the old Navy hangars remained
standing until some time after June 1971, with various

amusement center, and bus garage.

It is likely that chlorinated solvents were used at Roosevelt
Field during and after World War 1l. Chlorinated solvents
such as tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene (TCE)
have been widely used for aircraft manufacturing,
maintenance, and repair operations since about the 1940s.
By May 1938, the Bureau of Aeronautics had a specification
covering TCE and had approved at least.one company to
supply TCE. The finish specifications for at least one type of
plane that the Navy modified at Roosevelt (eight of which
were on site in April 1943) called for aluminum alloy to be .
cleaned with TCE. An aircraft engine overhaul manual
issued in January 1945 specified TCE as a degreasing
agent.

In addition to the Village of Garden City supply wells, seven
cooling water wells pumped groundwater from the Magothy
for use in building air conditioning-systems. Cooling water
wells pumped variable amounts of water, with greater
extraction rates during the hot summer months. These wells
operated from approximately 1960 to 1985. After extracted
groundwater was used in air conditioning systems, the
untreated water was returned to the aquifer system via
surface recharge in the Pembrook recharge basin or, after
minimal treatment, to a drain fleld west of Bunldlngs 100 and
200. : :

' Thedischarge of contaminated water into thé recharge basin

and drain field continued until the mid-1980s when the
cooling water wells were taken out of service. Surface
discharge of contaminated groundwater spread
contamination ‘through the Upper Glacial and Magothy
aquifers. The recharge basin and drain field also created
localized groundwater mounding, which may have spread

- contamination at the water table. However, the sandy nature

of the recharge basin soils likely did not result in retention of
VOCs within the unsaturated zone. In addition, the zone
below the recharge basin has been flushed with stormwater
runoff for 20 years; residual contamination from Roosevelt
Field is not likely to remain in the area. The Pembrook
recharge basin currently only receives surficial stormwater
runoff from parking lots surrounding the mall and the office’
buildings. The drain field/diffusion wells near Building 100
are under the paved parking lot west of Building 100 and 200
and are not currently identifiable in the field. Significant -

_groundwater contamination is present at depth at SVP-4,

which is located near the general area of the diffusion
wells/drain field. ' :

~ Supply wells 10 and 11 were installed by the Village of

Garden City in 1952 and were put into service in 1953. Well

10 is screened from 377 to 417 feet below the ground.
surface (bgs) and well 11 is screened from 370 to 410 feet
bgs. Both wells have shown the presence of PCE and TCE -
since they were first sampled in the late 1970s and early -
1980s, and concentrations increased significantly until 1987,

when an air-stripping treatment system was installed at the -
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of treated well water from May 1993,

Groundwater on Long Island is derived from precipitation.

September 1995, and June/July 1999 indicated that
breakthrough of the treatment system had occurred, and as

a result, modifications to the air-stripping treatment system-

were made to improve its operation. The highest levels of
volatile organic compound (VOC) contamination were noted
in untreated groundwater during the mid-to late 1990s, and
levels have steadily declined since, aithough the levels
remain above EPA and NYS drinking water standards.

SITE HYDROLOGY/HYDROGEOLOGY
Site Hydrology o
No naturally-occurring surface water bodies are present in

- the vicinity of the Roosevelt site. The closest stream is East
Meadow Brook, which is about 1.5 miles southeast of the

site and flows south towards Great South Bay and the -
Atlantic Ocean. The largest body of freshwater near the site -

is Hempstead Lake, located at the head of Millbrook Creek,
approximately four miles southwest of the site. Overflow
from Nassau County Recharge Basin #124 is directed to the
Horse Brook Drain, which flows south to Hempstead Lake,
and ultimately to tidal waters to the south.

In general, the sandy nature of natural soils on Long Island
promotes fast infiltration of precipitation (rainwater) from the

ground surface. Aimost the entire area of the site, with the .

exception of Hazelhurst Park, is paved or is occupied by
buildings; therefore, surface rainwater runoff is routed into
storm water collection systems and commonly is discharged
~.directly to either dry wells or recharge basins.

The Pembrook recharge basin and two Nassau County

recharge basins are man-made water table recharge basins

located on or near the site. One of the Nassau County
basins is located immediately south of the Pembrook Basin,
approximately 1,500 feet southwest of the Roosevelt Field
Shopping Center; the other county recharge basin is located
about 1,000 feet southeast of the shopping center. The
privately-owned Pembrook Basin receives surface water
runoff during storm events. The Nassau County basins
receive storm water runoff from the municipal storm water
_ collection system -

Site Geology

The site is located within the Atlantic Coastal - Plain
Physiographic Province. The geology of Long Island is
characterized by a southeastward-thickening wedge of
- unconsolidated sediments unconformably overlying a gently-
dipping basement bedrock surface. '

_The Upper Glacial deposits and the Magothy Formatuon are
the geologic units of interest for the site.

Site Hydrogeology

~a single, unconfined aquifer,

The volume of water that percolates down to the water table
and recharges the groundwater is the residual of the total
precipitation not returned to the atmosphere by
evapotranspiration or lost by runoff. Due to the permeable -
nature of the soils and the generally gentle slope of the land
surface, infiltration is high. At the Roosevelt site, which is
mostly covered by impervious surfaces such as buildings,
paved parking lots, and roads, surface runoff is directed to
dry wells or the nearby recharge basins.

The aquifers of concern at the Roosevelt site are the
Magothy aquifer and the Upper Glaciat aquifer, which form
although with different
properties. They are the most productive and heavily utilized
groundwater resource on Long Island. The depth to the
water table- ranges from 25 to 50 feet bgs {below ground
surface). .

Based on measurements in the 8 multi-port wells and 10
existing wells made as part of the Remedial Investigation,
groundwater flow is to the south/southwest. Pressure
measurements in the ports indicate the vertical groundwater
flow is downward. The five multi-port wells in the mall area
have similar vertical gradients, with the differences between
water levels. in the shallow and deep ports within each well

. ranging from 1.8 t02.9 feet. Further to the south, the vertical

gradients become larger: 3.2 feet in SVP-7; 8.2 feet in SVP-
8, and 9.7'in SVP-6. The higher vertical gradients in SVP-8
and SVP-6 are most likely caused by pumping at the Village
of Hempstead public supply wells, about a block from muiti-
port wells SVP-6 and SVP-8. '

'RESULTS OF THE REMEb_IAL INVESTIGATION |

The first step in evaluating -the nature and extent of
contamination at and emanating from the site was to identify

regulatory standards and criteria to -assess and screen

detected constituents in groundwater and soil gas.

Groundwater

‘EPA-andNew Yofk State Department of Health have

promulgated health-based protective Maximum Contaminant
Levels (MCLs), which are enforceable standards for various
drinking water contaminants. MCLs, which ensure that'
drinking water does not pose either a short- or long-term
health risk, were used as screening -criteria for the
groundwater. Table 1 summarlzes the MCLs for the
contaminants of concern (COCs).

| Table 1

| Chemical | Groundwater MCL "
PCE | s
TCE . . 5
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Further downgradient of the supply wells, PCE and TCE

(¢ ]

—-t=Dichioroethene

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene

[ 00 4

Carbon tetrachioride
‘Units: (1) microgramsiliter (pg/L) -

Groundwater

Eight multi-port monitoring wells were drilled during the
- remedial investigation (see Figure 1). Four wells, each with
10 ports, were installed in the Roosevelt Field mall area.
One upgradient (background) well with 10 ports is located on
the north side of Old Country Road and three wells, each

‘with six ports, are located in the downgradient area, south of

two Village of Garden City supply wells. Ten existing
momtonng wells were also sampled (see Figure 1).

 Site-related VOCs were selected based on hlstorlcal data,
since sampling of the Garden City supply wells has occurred
on a regular basis for more than 20 years. The site-related

VOCs are TCE, PCE, 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE), cis-1,2-

- dichloroethene (cis-1 ,2-DCE), and carbon tetrachloride.

Two rounds of VOC samples were collected from the eight

multi-port- monitoring wells and the 10 existing wells. The
highest levels of PCE and TCE (350 and 280 pg/L,
respectively) are concentrated at- SVP/GWM-4 at

approximately 250 to 310 feet deep. It should be noted that

" the SVP-4 location was selected for monitoring because a
distilling well/drain field was operated in the area during the
1980s, to dispose of cooling water contaminated with the
site-related VOCs. The next highest levels occur
downgradient (to the south) of SVP/GWM-4 in existing well
GWX-10019, at a slightly shallower depth at approximately
223 to 228 feet bgs, and at the two supply wells GWP-10
and GWP-11, at approximately 370 to 417 feet deep. Multi-
portwell SVP/GWM-7, located southwest of the supply wells,
showed 20 uglk of TCE and 7.7 ug/L of PCE at
approximately 310 to 315 feet. Further downgradient,
monitoring well SVP/GWM-8, installed during the RI, showed
34 pg/L of PCE at approximately 100 to 105 feet and 57 pg/L
of PCE at the same depth from round 1 and round 2
sampling, respectively. TCE was detected at levels below
the MCL in both rounds..
showed a detection of 8.2 pg/L of TCE at 245 to 250 feet in
round 1 and 2.3 pug/L in round 2 at the same depth. PCE
was detected in several depths during both sampllng rounds,
but at levels below the MCL.

GWP-10 and GWP-11 each have a capacity to pump
approximately one million gallons per day (mgd) of
groundwater from the Magothy aquifer. Groundwater flow
and contaminant movement is downward and south from the
mall area to the Garden City supply wells. Contamination
was observed south (downgradient) of the Garden City
supply wells, as observed in the wells sampled.

-plume core in the mall area.

Monitoring well SYP/GWM-6.

contaminant levels in the most downgradient muiti-port well
(SVP/GWM-8) are seen at shallower depths than at the
Other sources of VOC
contamination in the area south of the site may have
contributed contamination. '

The Vilage of Hempstead Water Supply Wellfield
approximately one block south (downgradient) of multi-port
monitoring wells SVP-6 and SVP-8, has been contaminated
with VOCs since 1980s. Two of the wells in the Village of
Hempstead Wellfield showed detections of 10.1 ug/L of TCE
and 9.2 ug/L early this year through their routine monitoring. .
The source of this contamination is currently unknown since
several potential sources are located in the vicinity of the
Hempstead Wellfield. '

Soil Gas

Two types of soil gas samples were collected: a screening
survey on a 100-foot grid on the northern and western sides

-of the mall parking lot (see Figure 2) and laboratory samples

collected around 100 and 200 -Garden City Plaza and in
Hazelhurst Park (see Figure 3). A total of 34 samples were
collected for laboratory analysis. Based on the resulits of the
soil gas screening, EPA conducted an investigation of vapor
intrusion into structures within the area that could potentially
be affected by the groundwater contamination plume. More.

information about the vapor intrusion investigation can be

found in a separate report in. the information repository for
the site.

Soil gas screening results from approximately 15 feet bgs
and 35 feet bgs are summarized below. The soil gas
screening samples were measured in the field with an -
instrument called a ppbRAE meter. The resuits are in parts
per billion per volume (ppbv) :

15 Feetbgs: Five of the samples'collected at approximately

15 feet bgs had total VOC readings above 100 ppbv:
Location AQ at the corner of Old Country Road and Clinton
Road (106 ppbv); location A11 in Hazelhurst Park east of
Clinton Road (136 ppbv); location D17 west of Garden City
Plaza Building 100 (631 ppbv); location D19 west of Garden:

- City Plaza Building 200 (534 ppbv); and location F20 south

of Garden City Plaza Building 200 (163 ppbv). Of all the soil
gas readings collected at approximately 15 feet bgs, 85 -
percent were at or below 10 ppbv; 8 percent were between

11 and 50 ppbv and 4 percent were between 51 and 100

ppbv.

35 Feet bgs: Nine of the samples collected at approximately
35 feet bgs had total VOC readings above 100 ppbv:
Locations A9, A10, and A11 in Hazelhurst Park east of
Clinton Road (245 ppbv, 233 ppbv, and 148 ppbyv,
respectively); location B15 west of the northwest corner of
Garden City Plaza Building 100 (368 ppbv); location C20 one
of the southern-most samples (112 ppbv); location D17 west
of Garden City Plaza Building 100 (494 ppbv); location E14
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north of the northeast corner of Garden City Plaza Building

(COPCs), as well as the toxicity of these contaminants.

100 (211 ppbv); location H1 southeast of the Citibank
building, near the entrance road to the mall (152 ppbv), and
location KO on the eastern side of the mall entrance road
(185 ppbv). Of all the soil gas readings collected at
approximately 35 feet bgs, 83 percent were at or below 10
ppbv; 9 percent were between 11 and 50 ppbv, and 2.5
percent were between 51 and 100 ppbv.

Soil gas samples collected in canisters for laboratory
analysis were compared to the soil gas screening criteria in

Table 2¢ in the EPA 2002 document titled “Draft Document

for Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from
Groundwater and Soif’.
screening criterion of 2.2 pg/m?® in one sample near Garden
City Plaza building 200 (SGRF-25 at 23 pg/m®). Three
samples collected along Hazelhurst Park (adjacent to Clinton
Road) had TCE detections that exceeded the criterion
(SGHP-2 at approximately 3.9, SGHP-3 at 12, and SGHP-4
at approxrmately 3 ug/m®). No other results exceeded the
screening criteria.
Sail
To complete the evaluation of potential residual source areas
in the area of the old airfield, EPA collected 41 soil samples
atlocations with soil gas screening survey results above 100
. ppbv.and at selected additional locations in Hazelhurst Park
-along Clinton Road. Soil samples were generally collected
at 2 depths, 15 and 40 feet bgs. The actual depths of
samples were adjusted slightly’ because the drilling rig
occasionally encountered obstacles in the subsurface. No
VOCs were detected in any of the soil samples collected.
While it is believed that airfield activities were the source of
the groundwater contamination identified in the RI, based on
the results of the soil gas and soil borings, there do not

appear to be any continuing sources in the soil in the areas .

that were sampled.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

As part of the RI/FFS, EPA conducted a baseline risk
assessment to estimate the current and future effects of
contaminants on human health and the environment. A
baseline risk assessment is an analysis of the potential
adverse human health and ecological effects of releases of
hazardous substances from a site in the absence of any
actions or controls to mitigate such releases, under current

and future land and groundwater uses. The baseline risk .
assessment includes a human health risk assessment

(HHRA) and an ecological risk assessment.

The cancer risk and noncancer health hazard estimates in
the HHRA are based on current reasonable maximum
exposure scenarios and were developed by taking into
account various health protective estimates. about the
frequency and duration of an individual's exposure to
chemicals selected as chemicals of potential concern

TCE detections exceeded the -

Cancer risks and non-cancer health hazard indexes (Hls)
are summarized below (please see the text box on the
following page for an explanation of these terms).

A screenlng level ecologlcal risk assessment (SLERA) was
not conducted to assess the risk posed to ecological
receptors because contaminated groundwater does not-
discharge to any surface water bodies within the area of the
site. Since no groundwater discharges to surface water,
exposure pathways are not complete and ecological
receptors are not exposed to contaminants from the site.

Therefore, ecologlcal risks are neghglble

Human Hea_lth Risk Assessment

Current site land -use is primarily commercial, including
office buildings and a shopping mall. ‘The neighboring

_ properties are mixed-use (commercial and residential) in

nature. Future land use is expected to remain the same,
although the unlikely possibility that the mall and office
buildings would be developed into a residential area was .
considered in the ' HHRA. The baseline risk assessment
began by selecting COPCs:in groundwater that would be

" representative of site risks. The COCs for the site are PCE

and TCE in groundwater.

‘The baseline risk assessment evaluated health effects that -

could result from exposure to.contaminated groundwater

“though ingestion of, dermal contact with, and inhalation of

volatile organic compounds. Although residents and
businesses in the area are served by municipal water,
groundwater is designated by the State as a potable water
supply, meaning it could be used for drinking in the future.

. Therefore, potential exposure to groundwater was evaluated.

Based on the current zomrig and anticipated future use, the

_risk assessment focused on a variety of possible receptors,

including current and future site workers and potential future
residents (adult and. child). A complete discussion of the
exposure pathways and estimates of risk ¢an be found in the
Human Health Risk Assessment for the site in the
information repository. '

In the unlikely event that untreated site groundwater were to
be used as drinking water, exposure to groundwater
contaminated with PCE and TCE would be associated with
combined excess llfetrme cancerrisks and noncancer heailth
hazard indices of 2 x 10" and 10 for the future adult resident,
6 x10° and 35 for the future child reS|dent and 2 x 10 and
3 for the future on-snte worker

These cancer risks and noncancer health hazards indicate
that there is significant potential risk from direct exposure to
groundwater to potentially exposed populations. For these
receptors, exposure to PCE and TCE in groundwater results
in either an excess lifetime cancer risk that exceeds EPA’s
target risk range of 10 to 10 or an Hi above the threshold
of 1, or both. Concentrations of PCE.and TCE are also in

Page 6



Superfund Proposed Plan

Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater Area Site

excess of the Federal and State MCLs of 5 ug/l for both PCE

WHAT IS RISK AND HOW IS iIT CALCULATED?
Human Health Risk Assessment: ]
“A Superfund baseline human health risk assessment |s an [§
analysis of the potential adverse health effects caused by. |
hazardous substance releases from a site in the absence of
any actions to control or mitigate these under current- and
future-land uses. A four-step process is utilized for assessing
site-related human health nsks for reasonable ‘-maximum
- exposure scenarios.
.Hazard Identification; In thls step, the chemlcals of potentral kf‘
“ concern - (COPCs) - at the site in various media (i.e.," soil, - j
. groundwater, surface water, and air) are identifi ed based on §
- such factors as toxrcrty, frequency of occurrence, andfate and
transport . of ' the' . contaminants in ' the environment, -fi
" concentrations of the contaminantsii in specrﬁc medra mobrluty, '
_persistence, and bioaccumulation. ) b
‘Exposure Assessment: In this step, the: different exposure
-pathways through which people might be exposed to the #§
. contaminants in air, water, soil, etc. identified in the previous B
step are evaluated. Examples of exposure pathways include §
" incidental ingestion of and dermal contact with contaminated § ;
~soil and ingestion: of and ‘dermal contact with contamrnated i
- groundwater. Factors relating to the exposure assessment [
include, but are not limited to, the concentrations-in specific - I
media that people might be exposed to.and the frequency and @
duration of that exposure Using these factors, a reasonable
“maximum exposure” scenario, which portrays the highest level -

--occur, is calculated.” .
" Toxicity Assessment: In: thls step, the types of adverse health y

relationship between magmtude of exposure and seventy of §f
adverse effects:are determrned Potential health effects are §
chemrcal-specrf‘ c.and may.- include the.risk of developlng g
canceroverallfetrme or other noncancer health hazards, such _ i
as changes'in the: normal functions of organs within the body
1 (e.g., changes in the effectiveness of the immune system)
Some chemicals are capable of causrng both cancer and non- |
“‘cancer health hazards o r
Risk Characterization: This step summanzes and combmesf :
‘outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessments to provrde aj
quantitative assessment of - site- risks - for all COPCs. [l
Exposures_are. evaluated based ‘on the - potential: risk of f?;
-developing -cancer.and. the potential for. non-cancer -health’ |;

i

,,expressed as a probablhty For example, a 10 cancer nsk %5
means a "one in ten thousand excess cancer risk”™; or one ;"%‘

-additional cancer may:- be.seen-in a. ‘population of 10, 000“

‘people as a result of exposure to site contaminants under the
conditions identified-in the Exposure Assessment. : Current |

-Superfund regulations for exposures adentlfy the range for 4
* determining ‘whether remedial action is necessary as an
“individual excess. lifetime. cancer risk-of 10* ito 10%
corresponding to a one in ten thousand to a one in’a million

excess cancer risk.: For non-cancer health effects a "hazard. |

is-that a “threshold” (measured as an Hl of less than'or equal |
to 1) exists below which non-cancer health hazards are not |
expected tooccur. The goal of protectionis 10 for cancerrisk [
and an Hi of 1 for a non-cancer health hazard Chemicals that
-exceed a 10" cancer risk or an HI of 1 are typically those that i
will require remedial action at the site and are referred to.as |
Chemicals of Concern or COCs in the ﬁnal remedral decrsnon
or Record of Decrsron - ,

“of human _exposure; that could reasonably be expected to -“‘ .

effects ‘associated ~with- chemical - exposures, - and the. ll

‘hazards. - The likelihood of an individual developing canceris.- } v

index" (Hl) is calculated. The key concept fora non-cancerHl’ .

and TCE.

EPA is currently planning a further investigation of vapor
intrusion into structures within the area that could be
potentially affected by the groundwater contamination plume.
More information about the vapor intrusion investigation can
be found in a separate report in the information repository for
the site. If the results of the investigations indicate that there
is concern with site-related vapors migrating into buildings,
EPA would perform mitigation as necessary..

It is the lead agency’s current judgment that the Preferred
Alternative identified in the Proposed Plan is necessary to
protect public health or welfare or the environment from
actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances into
the environment.

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial action objectives are specific goals to protect
human’ heaith and the environment. These objectives are

‘based on available information and standards, -such as

applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARs), to-be-considered guidance, and site-specific risk-
based levels. The remediation goals for the site are the
groundwater MCLs.

‘The following remedial action objectives were established for.

the site:
° Prevent or minimize potential, current, and future
' human exposures including inhalation, ingestion and
dermal contact with VOC-contaminated
groundwater that exceeds the MCLs;

° Minimize the potential for off-site migration of
groundwater with VOC contaminant concentrations
greater than MCLs;

° . Restore groundwater to beneficial use levels as

- specified in the Natronal Contlngency Plan (NCP)
and

° Mitigate - site-related vapor migrating into the

commercial buildings, if necessary.

Table 1 summarizes the groundwater cleanup standards.

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA Section 121(b)(1) of 42 U.S.C. §9621(b)(1),
mandates that remedial actions must be protective of
human health and the environment, cost-effective, comply
with ARARS, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies and resource recovery alternatives
to the maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also
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, ich employ,
as a principal element, treatment to permanently and
significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the
hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants at a
site. CERCLA Section 121(d) of 42 U.S.C. §9621(d), further

specifies that a remedial action must attain a level or

standard of control of the hazardous substances, pollutants,
and contaminants, which at least attains ARARs under

federal and state laws, ‘unless a ‘waiver can be justified
pursuant to CERCLA Sectlon 121(d)(4) of 42 US.C..

§9621(d)(4).

Detailed descriptions of the remedial alternatives for
addressing the contamination associated with the site can be

found in the FS report. The FS report presents three .

groundwater alternatrves described below.

The duration time for each alternative reflects the estimated
time required for the entire groundwater contaminant plume
associated with the site to be reduced to levels below the
MCLs.

The remedial alternatives are:

Alternative 1: No Action

Capltal Cost: _ - _ $0

Annual Operation & Maintenance (O&M) Cost: $0
Present-Worth Cost: $0
Duration: . ' 46 years

The Superfund program requires that the "no-action”
alternative be considered as a baseline for comparison with
the other alternatives. The no-action remedial alternative

" would not include any physical remedial measures to.
The preliminary -

address the contamination at the site.
groundwater model predlcted it would take 46 years for the

contaminant concentrations in the plume to decrease below

the MCLs via natural attenuation processes.

Because this alternative would result in contaminarts
remaining on-site above levels that allow for unrestricted use
and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the site be
reviewed at least once every five years.

Alternative 2: Monitoring and institutional Controls

$300,000

~ Capital Co__st.:v .
Annual O&M Cost®: ~ $150,000/$110,000®
Present-Worth Cost: $2,290,000
Duration:

46 years
(2) Includes long-term monitoring costs only :

Old Roosevelt Fiéld Contaminated Groundwater Area Site

(3) The long-term monitoring program would be reduced after 25

years due to the reduction in the size of the plume.

Alternative 2 includes long-term monitoring of the
contaminant plume through annual sampling and analysis of
7 existing multi-port wells and 2 existing single-screen
monitoring wells (GWX-10019 and GWX-10020).

-The results of the long-term mOnitoring program would be

used to evaluate the migration and changes in the
contaminant plume over time to ensure attainment of the
MCLs. The preliminary- groundwater model predicted it
would take 46 years for the contaminant concentrations in
the plume to decrease below the MCLs via natural

attenuation processes. This alternative would also include

future vapor intrusion sampling, if deemed necessary to
determine if there is a .concern with site-related vapor
migrating into the buildings.

In addition, this alternative would inciude institutional controls
that restrict future use of groundwater at the site.

Specifically, the New York State Department of Health State
Sanitary Code regulates installation of private potable water
supply wells in Nassau County. In addition, EPA would rely
on the current zoning in the area including and surrounding
the mall to restrict the land use to commercial industrial
uses. If a change in land use is proposed, additional
investigation of soils in this area would be necessary to .

~ support the land use change.' .

A site management plan (SMP) would also be developed
and would provide for the proper management of all site
remedy components post-construction, such as institutional
controls, and shall also include: (a) monitoring of site
groundwater to ensure that, following remedy
implementation, the groundwater quality improves; (b):
conducting an evaluation of the potential for vapor intrusion,
and mitigation, if necessary, in' the event of future
construction;  (c) - provision for any operation and
maintenance required of the components of the remedy; and
(d) periodic certifications by the owner/operator or other
person implementing the remedy that any institutional and
engineering controls are in place.

Because MCLs will take longer than five years to échieVe a
review of site conditions quI be conducted noless often than

_once every fi ive years.

Alternative 3: Groundwater Extraction and Ex-situ -

" Treatment (Pump and Treat)

Capital Cost: $6,240,000
Annual O&M Cost: $850,000/$790,000%
Present-Worth Cost: ' $13,160,000
Duration: 35 years

(4) The long-term monitoring program would be reduced after 25
years due to the reduction in the size of the plume. -
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A site management plan (SMP) would also be developed

Alternative 3 includes a groundwater extraction well{s)which
would be installed downgradient from monitoringwell SVP-4,

to capture the portion of the contaminant plume with high -

PCE and TCE concentrations without impacting the pumping
capacity of supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11, which have
a pumping zone of influence radius of approximately 1,000
feet.. The number of extraction wells needed would be
determined after the completion  of the pre-design
investigation described below. Extracted groundwater would
_ be treated via air strippers for approximately 10 years, with
the treated water discharged to Nassau County recharge
basin #124. Based on the preliminary groundwater model,
it is estimated that MCLs would be achieved in the zone of
influence of the new pumping well in approximately 10 years,
. atwhich time the contamination in the extracted groundwater
would have reached drinking water standards (MCLs). Itis
also noted that at the end of the same 10-year period, the
supply wells GWP-10 and 11 would withdraw groundwater,
before wellhead treatment, with contamination at or close to
MCLs. It would take another 25 years for contaminant
residuals in the aquifer to reach MCLs through natural
attenuation processes. In summary, the preliminary model
estimated that complete restoration of the aquifer to levels
below the MCLs would require a total of 35 (10.+ 25) years.

Alternative 3 includes a pre-design investigation which would

include installation of at least 3 new multi-port wells: one well
to the north of existing well GWX-9953 to confirm the .

northern boundary of the plume, a second well to the west of
GWX-9953 to confirm the total depth of the plume, and a
third well to the south of the Village of Garden City supply

wells to better define the leading edge of the plume. Figure -

1 shows the locations of existing wells.

Alternative 3 would also include evaluation and future
upgrading, if necessary, of the wellhead treatment at the
Garden City supply wells 10 and 11, which have been
impacted by site-related contamination. This wellhead
treatment system would be needed until it has been
determined that these public supply wells are no longer
being impacted by the site-related contaminants above
health-based standards.

In addition, if future vapor intrusion investigations. indicate
that there is a concern with site-related vapors migrating into
the commercial buildings, EPA would perform mitigation, as
necessary.

In addition, this alternative would include institutional controls

that restrict future use of groundwater at the site.

Specifically, the New York State Department of Health State
Sanitary Code regulates installation of private potabie water
supply wells in Nassau County. In addition, EPA would rely
on the current zoning in the area including and surrounding
the mall to restrict the land use to commercial industrial
uses. If a change in land use is proposed, additional
investigation of soils in this area would be necessary to
support the land use change.

. Annual O&M Cost:

and would provide for the proper managerment of aftsite——

remedy components post-construction, such as institutional
controls, and shall also include: (a) monitoring of site
groundwater to ensure that, following remedy
implementation, the groundwater quality improves; (b)
conducting an evaluation of the potential for vapor intrusion,
and mitigation, if necessary, in the event of future
construction; (c) provision for any operation and
maintenance required of the components of the remedy; and
(d) periodic certifications by the owner/operator or other
person implementing the remedy that any institutional and
engineering controls are in place.

Alternative 3 would also include long-term monitoring of the
contaminant plume through annual sampling and analysis.
For cost estimating purposes, 7 existing multi-port wells, 2
existing single-screen. monitoring wells (GWX-10019 and
GWX-10020), and the new multi-port wells to be installed as
part of the pre-design investigation would be monitored. The
results of the long-term monitoring program would be used
to evaluate changes in the contaminant plume over time and
to ensure achievement of MCLs.

Because MCLs will take longer than five years to achieve, a
review of site conditions will be conducted no less often than
once every five years.

Contingency Plan

- $5,660,000
$680,000

Capital Cost:

In the event that public supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11
were to be taken out of service permanently or were to be
operated at a significant reduction of their current pumping

. rates, a contingency plan would be implemented to capture

and treat the contaminant plume in that area. The
contingency plan would include the installation of a new well -
or wells in the vicinity of supply wells GWP 10 and GWP-11

~and an ex-situ treatment system.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

- During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each

alternative is assessed against nine evaluation criteria,
namely, overall protection of human health and the -
environment, compliance with applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements, long-term effectiveness and
permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume
through treatment, short-term effectiveness,

7 implementability, cost, and state and community acceptance.

The evaluation criteria are described below.

° Overall protection of human health and the

environment addresses whether or not a remedy
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provides adequate protection and describes how

_controls and would provide for future \/apor intrusion

risks posed through each exposure pathway (based
on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are
eliminated, reduced, or controlied through treatment,
engineering controls, or institutional controls.

e Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not
a remedy would meet all of the applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements of other
federal and. state environmental statutes and
requirements or provide grounds for invoking a
waiver.

o Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to

the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable protection
of human health and the environment over time,
once cleanup goals have been met. It also
addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of the

measures that may be required to manage the risk -

posed by treatment residuals and/or untreated
wastes.

o Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through

‘ treatment is the anticipated performance of the

" treatment technologies, with respect to these
parameters, a remedy may employ.

° Short-term_effectiveness addresses the period of

time needed to achieve protection and any adverse
impacts on human health and the environment that
may be posed during the construction and im-
plementation period until cleanup goals are
achieved. .

'« Implementability is the technical and administrative

feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of

materials and services needed to implement a
particular option.

o Costincludes esﬁmated capital and O&M costs,and -

net present-worth costs.

o State acceptance indicates if, based on its review of
the RI/FS and Proposed Plan, the state concurs with
the preferred remedy at the present time.

° . Community acceptance will be assessed in the ROD
" and refers to the public's general response to the
alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and the

RI/FS reports.

A summary of the comparative analysis of these alternatives
based upon the evaluation criteria noted above follows.

Qverall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative 1 would not include any monitoring or remedial
measures, and as such, would not be protective of public
health and the environment. Alternative 2 would only require
long-term monitoring of the groundwater plume, institutional

‘Alternatives 1

investigation(s). U

marginally protective of human health and the environment.
Alternative 3 would provide overall protection of human
health and the environment through implementation of a
remedial pump and treat system to extract and treat the
groundwater contamination and vapor intrusion mitigation in
the commercial buildings, if deemed necessary.

Compliance with ARARs *

EPA and NYSDOH have promulgated health-based
protective MCLs (40 CFR Part 141, and 10 NYCRR, Chapter
1), which are enforceable. standards for various drinking
water contaminants. Only Alternatwe 3 would meet drinking
water standards.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternatives .1 and 2 would not provide any long-term
effectiveness and permanence. Alternative 2 would provide
a small degree of long-term effectiveness and permanence
through institutional .controls. Alternative 3 would provide
long-term effectiveness and permanence by extracting
contaminated groundwater from the aquifer and treating it to
remove the contaminants and provide for vapor intrusion
mitigation in the commercial buildings, if deemed necessary.

Reduction _in _Toxicity, .Mobility, or Volume Through
Treatment - ' B '

~and 2 would not reduce
Toxicity/Mobility/Volume through treatment since no

- treatment would be implemented. Alternative 3 would

reduce the mobility and volume of the contaminant plume

. through groundwater extraction and reduce the toxicity of

water through ex-situ treatment using air strippers.
Alternative 3 would prevent the contaminant plume with
concentrations above the MCLs from migrating
downgradient. Alternative 3 would also provide for mitigation
due to vaporintrusion in the commercial buildings, if deemed
necessary. ‘

Short-Term Eﬁectiyéneés

4 Alternative 1 would not have any short-term impact.

Alternative 2 would have minimal short-term impact to the
community and the environment due to the sampling of
wells. Alternative 3 would have some additional impact to
the community due - to -the drilling of wells and the

-construction of the groundwater extraction well(s) and

treatment systems, but the duration would be short and the

disturbance wouid be minimal.

Implementability

All three alternatives are implementable. Alternative 1 would -
be the easiest to implement, since it involves no action.
Alternative 2 would be the next easiest to implement, since
it only involves annual samphng of monitoring wells and
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would not have any ground intrusion activities. Alternative 3

that the pumping capacity of supply wells GWP-10 and

would be also be easy to implement. Access for installation
of extraction well(s) and construction of a treatment facility
would be required and various contractors would need to be

procured. Construction activities could be conducted using

standard equipment and procedures.
Cost

Alternative 1 would not involve any costs. Alternative 2
would have relatively lowt costs since it only includes annual
sampling of monitoring wells and vapor intrusion
~ investigation of the commercial buildings. = The costs
associated with Alternative 3 primarily reflect the installation
and operation of a groundwater extraction and treatment
system and vapor intrusion mitigation systems in the
commercial buildings, if deemed necessary.

Cagita| Cost '

Alternative Annual ‘ Total
0O&M Present-

B Worth

1 $0 -~ $0 - $0
2 $300,000 $150,000/ $2,290,000 .

) $110,000° )
3 $6,240,000°  $850,000/ © $13,160,000
$790,0007 C

(5) Includes long-term monltorlng costs only. The momtonng
program would be reduced after 25 years.

(6) If the contingency plan is necessary, the capltal costs would
increase by $5,660,000.

(7) The monitoring program would be reduced after 25 years.

State Acceptance

The New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation is currently reviewing this Proposed Plan.

Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the preferred alternative will be
assessed in the ROD following review of the public
comments received on the Proposed Plan. '

. PROPOSED REMEDY

Based upon an evaluation of the various alternatives, EPA
recommends Alternative 3 (Groundwater Extraction and Ex-
situ Treatment [Pump and Treat]) as the preferred remedy

_for groundwater and installation of vapor intrusion mitigation

systems, if deemed necessary. Specifically, the proposed
remedy would include the following:

To reduce the contaminant concentrations reaching the two
Garden City supply - wells GWP-10 and GWP-11, a

groundwater extraction weli(s) would be installed south of -

SVP-4. This well(s) would capture and treat the portion of
the contaminant plume identified at SVP-4, while ensuring

GWP-1T1 is not affecied. Extracted groundwater would be
treated to remove contaminants. Under this alternative, a
low profile air stripper would be envisioned as the
representative process option to remove the VOC
contaminants. During the remedial design, other treatment
technologies would be considered as more information
becomes available. Based on the maximum concentrations
of PCE and TCE detected in SVP-4 during the RI, the
maximum combined amount of VOCs (PCE and TCE)
generated in the off-gas from the air stripper is estimated to
be 1.5 pounds per day. As a result, off-gas treatment should
not be necessary. The treated water would meet the
discharge standards for groundwater. The treated
groundwater would be discharged to. Nassau County
recharge basin #124. This alternative assumes that the
supply welis GWP-10 and GWP-11 continue pumplng atthe
same rate as the past five years.

Evaluation of the current air strippers at supply wells GWP-
10 and GWP-11 would be performed, if necessary. The -
upgrade or replacement costs of the air strippers would be
estimated and upgrading or replacement of the strippers
would be performed, as necessary.

A pre-design investigation to better define the contaminant
plume would be conducted. The areal and the vertical
extent of the contaminant plume in the areas of monitoring
wells SVP-2 and SVP-4 would be better defined. As part of

“this effort, it is estimated that at least three new multiport

monitoring wells would need to be installed.

Groundwater modeling would be conducted after the pre-
design investigation and before the remedial design. The
groundwater model -used in the FS would be refined based
on the new data. During the remedial design, the most
recently available pumping data wouild be incorporated into
the model and the optimal location and number of extraction
wells would be determined.

If future vapor intrusion investigations indicate that there is
concern with site-related vapor migrating into the
commercial buildings, EPA would perform mitigation, as
necessary. '

In addition, this alternative would include institutional controls
that restrict future use of groundwater at the site.
Specifically, the New York State Department of Health State
Sanitary Code regulates installation of private potable water
supply wells in Nassau County. In addition, EPA would rely '
on the current zoning in the mall-complex area to restrict the
land use to commercial/industrial uses. If a change in land
use is proposed, additional investigation of soils in this area
would be necessary to support the land use change.

A site management plan (SMP) would also be developed
and would provide for the proper management of all site
remedy components post-construction, such as institutional
controls, and shall also include: (a) monitoring of site
groundwater to ensure that, following remedy
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implementation, the groundwater quality improves; (b)

conducting an evaluation of the potential for vapor intrusion,
and mitigation, if necessary, in the event of future
construction; (c) provision for any operation and
maintenance required of the components of the remedy; and
(d) periodic certifications by the owner/operator or other
person implementing the remedy that any institutional and
engineering controls are in place.

_ Long-term monitoring would be conducted which would
involve annual groundwater sample collection and analysis

from 12 monitoring wells (9 existing wells and 3 new wells),
and preparation of annual groundwater sampling reports. .
The results from the long-term monitoring program would be. .

used to evaluate the migration and changes in the
contaminant plume over time.

In the event that public supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11
were to be taken out of service permanently or were to be
operated at a significant reduction of their current pumping
rates, a contingency plan would be implemented to capture
and treat the contaminant plume in that area. The

_ contingency plan would include the installation of a new well

or wells in the vicinity of supply wells GWP-10 and GWP-11
and an ex-situ treatment system.

Because MCLs will take longer than five years to achieve, a

review of site conditions will be conducted no less often than

once every five years using data obtained from the long-term -

monitoring program until the groundwater is restored to

drinking water quality. The site review will typically include .

an evaluation of the extent of contamination and an
assessment of contammant migration and attenuation over
time. '

Basis for the Remedy Preference

' EPAhas identified Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative,
since it would effectuate the groundwater cleanup while
providing the best balance of tradeoffs among the

- alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria. .
Alternative 3, which would include extraction and treatment -

of contaminated groundwater, would result in the restoration
of water quality in the aquifer more quickly than natural

processes alone and provide for vapor intrusion mitigation,

if deemed necessary.

"EPA believes that the preferred remedy would remove
contaminated groundwater from the aquifer, be protective of
human health and the environment, comply with ARARs, be
cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions to the
maximum extent practicable. The preferred remedy also
would meet the statutory preference for the use of treatment
as a principal element.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
INVITES PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE
PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE
%L orG ‘e@ OLD ROOSEVELT FIELD CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER SITE
VILLAGE OF GARDEN CITY, NASSAU COUNTY, NEW YORK

%

g«;

NOTICE FOR CHAN GE OF MIE]E’MNG DATE AND LOCATI@N
September 11, 2007 '
7:00 PM
Village Hall Board Room
351 Stewart Avenue
Garden City, NY 11530

'The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-announces the opening of a 30-day comment period on the Proposed Plan and preferred
lalternative to address contamination at the Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater site in Garden City, New York. The comment
period begins on August 22, 2007 and ends on September 20, 2007. - As part of the public comment period, EPA will hold a public meeting
on September 11, 2007 at 7:00 PM at the Garden City Village Hall Board Room, 351 Stewart Avenue, Garden City, NY-11530. To
learn more about the meeting you can contact Ms. Cecilia Echols, EPA's Community Involvement Coordinator, at 212-637-3678 or 1-800- -
346-5009 or visit our website to receive a copy of the Proposed Plan at www.epa.gov/region02/superfund/npl/oldroosevelt.

The site is listed on the Superfund National Priorities List. EPA recently concluded a remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) for the|
Isite to assess the nature and extent of contamination in site media and to evaluate alternatives to cleanup the groundwater. Based upon the
results of the RI/FS, EPA has prepared a Proposed Plan which describes the findings of the remedial investigation and potential remedyj-
evaluations detailed in the feasibility study and provides the rationale for recommending the preferred remedy.

The preferred remedy is pump and treat of the contaminated groundwater in the area west of Garden City Plaza in the Roosevelt Field mall
area. A groundwater extraction well would be installed to capture the portion of the contaminant plume with high tetrachloroethene (PCE
and trichloroethene (TCE) concentrations without impacting the pumping capacity of two nearby public water supply wells. In addition,

pre-design investigation would be conducted to better define several areas of the groundwater plume. The air strippers used to treat the wate
pumped at the two supply wells would be evaluated and upgraded, if deemed necessary. EPA would also put in place a contingency plan i
for any reason the two supply wells are shut down or experience significant reduction in pumping rates. The contingency plan would be
implemented to prevent downgradient migration of contaminants. Institutional controls, monitoring, vapor sampling and periodic reviews
would also be part of the remedy to ensure that the remedy remains protective of public health and the environment. During the September]
10, 2007 public meeting, EPA representatives will be avallable to further elaborate on the reasons for recommending the preferred remedyj
fand public comments will be received.

The RI Report, FS Report, Risk Assessment, Proposed Plan -and other site-related documents are available for public review at the|
finformation repositories established for the site at the following locations: '

Garden City Public Library: 60 Seventh Street, Garden City, New York 11530 (516) 742-8405
Hours: Mon.- Thu. 9:30 AM - 9 PM; Fri. 9:30 AM - 5:30 PM; Sat. 9 AM - 5 PM; Sun. closed.

Hempstead Public Library: 116 Nichols Court, Hempstead, New York 11550 (516) 481-6990
Hours: Mon.- Thu. 10 AM - 9 PM; Fri. 10 AM - 6 PM; Sat., Sun. closed. _

USEPA Region II: Superfund Records Center, 290 Broadway, 18™ Floor, New York, NY 10007-1866, (212) 637-4308
" Hours: Mon. - Fri. 9 AM - 5§ PM

EPA relies on public input to ensure that the selected remedy for each Superfund site meets the needs and concerns of the local community.
[t is important to note that although EPA has identified a preferred remedy for the site, no final decision will be made until EPA ha
considered all public comments received during the public comment period. EPA will summarize these comments along with EPA’
responses in a Responsiveness Summary, which will be included in the Administrative Record file as part of the Record of Decision,
Written comments and questions regarding the Old Roosevelt Field Contaminated Groundwater site, postmarked no later than
September 20, 2007, may be sent to: :

Caroline Kwan, Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th Floor '
New York, New York 10007-1866
Telefax: (212) 637-4284
email: kwan.caroline@epa.gov
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area. A groundwater extraction well would be installed to capture the portion of the contaminant plume with high tetrachloroethene (PCE
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The U.S. Environmental ,

Protection Agency (EPA) an-
nounces the opening of a 30-
day comment period on
the Proposed Plan and pre-
ferred alternative to address
contamination at the Old
Roosevelt Field Contaminat-
ed Groundwater site in Gar-
den, City, New York. The
comment period begins on
August. 22, 2007 and ends
on September 20, 2007. As
part of the public comment
period, EPA will hold a pub-
lic meeting on September
11, 2007 at 7:00 PM at the
Garden City Village Hall
Board Room, 351 Stewart
Avenue, Garden City, NY
11530. To learn more about
the meeting you can contact
Ms. Cecilia Echols, EPA's
Communrity Involvement Co-
ordinator, at 212-637-3678 -

or 1-800-346-5009 or visit .

our website to receive a copy
of the Proposed Plan at
Www.epa.gov/region02/su-
perfund/npl/oldroosevelt,
The site is listed on the
Superfund National Priori-
ties List. EPA recently con-
cluded a remedial investiga-
tion/feasibility study (RI/FS)
for the site to assess the na-
ture and extent of contami-
nation in site media and to
evaluate alternativee ¢a

medial investigation and po-
tential remedy evaluations
detailed in the feasibility
study and provides the ratio-
nale for recommending the
preferred remedy.

The preferred remedy is
pump and treat of the conta-
minated groundwater in the
area’ west of Garden City

- Plaza in the Roosevelt Field

mall-area. "A groundwater
extraction well would be in-
stalled to capture the por-
tion of the contaminant
plume with high tetra-
chloroethene (PCE) and
trichloroethene (TCE) con-
centrations without impact-
ing the pumping capacity of
two nearby public water sup-
ply wells. In addition, a pre-
design investigation would
be conducted to better define
several areas of the ground-
water plume. The air strip-
pers used to treat the water

- pumped at the two supply

wells would be evaluated
and upgraded, if deemed
‘necessary, EPA would also
put in place a contingency
plan if for any reason the
two supply wells are shut
down or experience signifi-
cant reduction in’ pumping
rates. The contingency plan
would be implemented to
prevent downgradient mij-
gration of contaminants. In.
stitutional controls, monitor-
ing, vapor sampling and pe-
riodic reviews would also be

part of the remedy to ensure -

that the remedy remains
protective of public health
and the environment. Duyr-
ing the September 10, 2007
public meeting, EPA rep-
resentatives will be avail-
able to further elaborate on
the reasons for recommend-
ing the preferred remedy
and public comments will be
received. :

The RI Report, FS Report,
Risk Assessment, Proposed
Plan and other site-related
documents are available for
public review at the informa-
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The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) an-
nounces the opening of a 30-
day comment period on the
Proposed Plan and preferred
alternative to address conta-
mination at the Old Roo-
sevelt Field Contaminated
Groundwater site in Garden
City, New- York. The com-
ment period begins on Au-
gust 22, 2007 and ends on
September 20, 2007. As part
" of the public comment peri-
od, EPA will hold a public
meeting on September 10,

2007 at 7:00 PM at the Gar-~

den City Public Library, 60
Seventh Street, Garden City,
NY 11530. Please contact
Ms. Cecilia Echols, EPA's
Community Involvement
Specialist, at 212-637-3678
for more information.
The site is listed on the
Superfund National Priori-
ties List. EPA recently con-

cluded a remedial investiga- -

tion/feasibility study (RI/FS)
for the site to assess the na-
ture and extent of contami-
nation in site media and to
evaluate alternatives -to
cleanup the groundwater.
Based upon the results of the
RUFS RPA has orepared a

deemed nec ry. )
would also put. in place a

contingency planif for any
reason the two supply wells
are shut down or experience

- significant reduction in

pumping rates. The contin-
gency plan would be imple-
mented to prevent downgra-
dient migration of contami-
nants. Institutional con-
trols, monitoring, vapor sarn-
pling and periedic reviews
would also be part of -the
remedy to ensure -that the .
remedy remains protective
of public health and the en-
vironment. During the Sep-
tember 10, 2007 public meet-
ing, EPA representatives
will be available to further
elaborate on the reasons for
recommending the preferred
remedy and public com-
ments will be received.

The RI Report, FS Report,
Risk Assessment, Proposed
Plan and other site-related
documents are available for
public review at the informa-
tion repositories established
for thie site at the following
locations:

Garden City Public Li-
brary: 60 Seventh Street,
Garden City, New York
11530 (516) 742-8405

. Hours: Mon.- Thu. 9:30-
AM - 9 PM; Fri. 9:30 AM -
5:30 PM; Sat. 9 AM - 5 PM;
Sun. closed. )

Hempstead Public Li-
brary: 116 Nichols Court,
Hempstead, New York 11550
(516) 481-6990

Hours: Mon.: Thu. 10 AM
- 9 PM; Fri. 10 AM - 6 PM;
Sat., Sun. closed.
~ USEPA Region II: Super-
fund Records Center, 290
Broadway, 18th Floor, New
York, NY 10007-1866, (212)
637-4308

Hours: Mon. - Fri. 9 AM -
5 PM

EPA relies on public input
to ensure that the selected
remedy for each Superfund
gite meets the needs and
concerns of the local commu-
nity. It is important to note
that although EPA has iden-
tified a preferred remedy for
the site, no final decision will
be made until EPA has con-
sidered all public comments
received during the public
comment pericd. EPA will
summarize these comments
along with EPA's responses
in a Responsiveness Summa-
rv. which will be included in
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OLD ROOSEVELT FIELD CONTAMiNATED
' GROUNDWATER SUPERFUND SITE

Public Meeting

September 11, 2007

Garden City, New York

Reporter: .

Jeffrey Benz, RMR, CRR



APPEARANCES:

Cecilia Echols, EPA

Angela Carbenter, EPA

Susan E. Schofield, CDM.

Lisa Campbell, CDM

Michael Sivak, EPA

Caroline Kwan-Appelman, EPA

Elizabeth Leilani Davis, EPA

Thomas Matthew, CDM

Peter Beé, Mayor, Garden City

.Frank Koch, Superintendent, Garden City Water
District

" Dennis Kelleher, H2M Group

Donala Miles, Department of Health

Scarlett Messier, Department.of Health

Joe DeFranco, Department of‘Healfh

John Swartwout, DEC

Heather Bishop, DEC

Walter Parish, DEC
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MS. ECHOLS: Hello, everyone. Good
evening. We are ready to begin our

presentation regarding the 0ld Roosevelt

Field contaminated groundwater Superfund

site. We aré here to discuss how the EPA
plans on cleaning up the site.

There are -- I'm going to introduce
everyone here. And so bear with me, there's
a lot of different people who have some, you
know, stake in helpiﬁg to clean up this site.

As I said, I'm Cecilia Echols. I'm the
community-involving coordinatof with the
site. We have with us Angela Carpentgr: She
is the chief of the Eastern New York section
for EPA. We héve Susan Schofield. She is
our contractor with CDM.; Lisa Campbell,
contractor with CDM. Michael Sivak, EPA's
riék assessor. . Caroline'Kwan, remedial
project manager. Leilani Davis, assiétant
regional counsel.' And‘we also have Thomas
Matthew from CDM. Okay.

"We also have witﬁ us Don Miles, DOH;
Scarlett Messie%, with DOH.

John Swartwout, DEC; ‘Heather Bishop,

DEC; Joe DeFranco, Nassau County Department



10
11
12

13

- 14

15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22

23
24

25

of Health.

MS..CARPENTER: And Walter Parish with
DEC.- | |

MS. ECHOLS: Represénting you all in
ybur community is the mayor, Peter Bee.

Frank Koch, superintendent, Village of
Garden Cit? Water District, and their
consultant, Dénnis;Kelleher.

Just wanted to let you know that
community involvement is a very important
part of ﬁhe process for cleaning up Superfund
sites. We.look for the community's input in
the decisibn«making process.

Béfore we get into the presentation, the

mayor will speak. ‘However, I just wanted to

“let you know that the public comment period
'began on August 22 and it ends.on

September 20. You have -- there are three

informatiqn repositories related to this
site, if you ever want information on this
site. One is at the Garden City Public
Library, the Hempstead Pubiic Library, and
our EPA office in New York City;

We do have a stenographef’to the right

of me. At the end of the presentation, for
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questions and answers, would you please
stand, state your name clearly, so he can
record it properly.

I hope everyone has the handouts.
There's a lot of handouts. So as you can

see, I hope everyone has had an opportunity

"to browse through them.

And on that note, I will let the mayor
speék for a momént. |

MAYOR BEE: Thank you very much. Thank
you very much, and good evening to you all.
My name is Peter Bee, and I'm the'mayor of
the village of Garden City. As was already
mentioned, the superintendent of 9uf water
district, Frank Koch, is here-Qith us
tonight, as is our consulting engineers, H2M
éorporation, and they later this evening will
be making brief comments as well.

We appreciate the opportunity to-speak
to the EPA this evening. Garden City prides
itself in being able to deliver the highest
quality water to our residents. As I have
observed in the past, if we cah't get clean
water to the resiéents, we aren't worth a

darn, no matter what else we do.
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We've been monitoring the water quality
at Well 10 and 11 at Clinton Road plant since
the early 1970s. We've.néted the presence of
some level of contamination in the water for
over 30 years.. That contéminétion has
unquestionably arisen outside of Garden City.

The Village has been:providing water
quality treatment to remove that outside
contamination for well ovef 20 years.‘

» Because of'that, the water delivered to
the public by us inside Garden City bontinues
to meet all of the U.S. Envirdnmental
Protection Agency standards, as well as all
New York State Health Depaftment'drinking
water standards.

Over the past 20 years the Village has
spent over $3.8 million in capital costs and

O&M costs to treat the outside contaminants

in Well 10 and 11. The mayor and board of

trustees are tired of having the residents
continue to pay that cost to clean up the
outside contaminants. The Superfund program
has been set up to protect the public health
and the eﬁvironment, and to provide a revenue

source for exactly this kind of situation.
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We need your agency's help in providing
funding for the moneys that we have already
expended and the moneys that will be needed
for the Village to continue to provide
wellhead treatment for the-next 46 years, as -
projected in the report.

We have cooperated with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and their

consultant in the preparation of this study.

"Now we suggest it is time for the agency to

cooperate with the Village, and we are
formally requesting that cooperation in the
form of funding for wellhead treatment,
either from fhe Superfund program, or the
potentially responsible pérty,'the U.S. Navy.

| The Village is prepared to take legal
action against the potentially responéible
party, if necessary, to get thg appropriate
funds, and we look forward to your agency's»
cooperation in that venture. Thank you for
tﬁat cooperation, and the ongoing
cooperatiop, which I know you will give us in
the time to comé. Thank you very much,
everyone.

MS. ECHOLS: Thank you, Mayor.
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. MS. CARPENTER: Thénk you, Mayor.

Can I just ask, can YOu hear us without
the mic?ophone?

ATTENDEES: Yes, we can.

| MS..CARPENTER:v Okay. So that will make
it a little easier.

Briefly, what‘we are going to be going
over tonight, I'll do a brief introduction.
The éite deécriptioﬁ, the background, how we
got to this point. Some of the technical
information. It's not a lot. Geologic,
hydrogeologic setting that we are working
within.

- The various aspects of the work thét the
EPA has been conducting out here; the
remedial investigation, which is the actual
collectioﬁ of data; the feasibility study,
where we look at that data and try to coﬁe up’
with alternatives to address that
contamination, what we are broposing as the
remédy tonight, and what wé are here to get
your feedback on.

wé'rebalso fortunate in that the Village
of Garden City Waﬁer Department has agreed to

give a bit of a presentation on what is the
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status of the water quality in this aréa, and
at that point,that we're going to open iﬁ up
to general questions and comments from you
folks. So our presentation is really quite
short, because I know everyone wanté Eo get
to.what's the remedy and your questions.

Briefly, very briefly, the statute that
we operate under is the Combrehensive
Environmental Response éompensation Liability
Act.. That's quite a mouthful, more commonly
known as Superfund.

| -So when we say Supeffﬁnd here, we are

actual talking.about a statute. There's an
act by congress in 1980 to respond to such
sites as the Love Canal. It provides federal
funding to respond to hazardous waste site
cleanup. We can alsb respénd'on an emergency
basis. |

We coordinate these activities with our
state counterparts, and as everyone knows,
this is a fairly mature program at this
point. Superfund has been around now for
nearly 30 yearé. )
The statute does have a couple of things

that it allows us to do in addition to taking
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_ 10
actions. We can also compel the potentially

responsible parties to pay for the cleanup .
actions and for our investigation course.

There are two types of actions that can
be taken: Emergency actions and remedial
actions. The actiops that we're going to be
taking here at this site come under the
heading of remedial action: 'We're going to
be here for a thle. We've done the study
necessary to éupport that.

The actual remédial process, if’s
long—winded, bﬁt very briéfly there's a si;e
discovery and a ranking. The sites are
referred to EPA usually by our state or local
counterparts. We look at all the information
they've gathered. It goes th?ough a formal
scoring.proéess and public notice, and tﬁe
sites that score high enough are placed on
the national priorities liét, which is a

national list of hazardous sites that are now

‘under federal jurisdiction.

The next  step for us is to actually go
out and collect data. We'collect data from
various media, soil, air, water. It depends

on the site. &And that is what we call our
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remedial investigation. Once we finish
collecting all of that data, it's evaiuated.
And we evaluate it as we go, but we formalize
that in something called & feasibility study.
That is where we.take a look at all the
information we have, the contaminated media
that we're dealiné with, is it air, is it
soil, is it water, and we come up with
potential alternatives to address that
contamination.

So the feasibility study is a fairly

large document. It is available, as Cecilia

mentioned, in the libraries, and the proposed

planithat we are -discussing with you tonight
is the summary of the information that you
could get in the Roosevelt Field information
and feasibility study.

‘What we are here for tonight is to
comment on the proposed plan, which is not on
that slide, but it comes between RI/FS‘—— you
will hear us abbreviate that -- and the
record of decisicn. After we get public
comments, we will piepare a record of
decision for the site, where we specify what

the remedy is, the response to the public

11
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comments, and it will give a bit more detail

. on how we envision that remedy being enacted.

Like all things, if you do any major
projects around your house, there's a little
planning'involved for us. Théﬁ's called a
remedial design. We knpw conceptually what
we want to do, but now.we actually éive it to
engineers and various‘specialties that are
needed to come up with how'are_we actually .
physically going to do this. . They providé a
remedial design.

It is -- in often cases, it is actually
drawings and specifications and lots of

detailed information, which we will make

available to the Village. And then we move

forwarded with the remedial action.

So what we can do fo keep this éoiﬁg
forward, clearly there's a number of steps we
have to get through. Bqtitonight is a very

important step for us because it's when we

.get to hear from all of you.

So at this point, I would like to turn
this‘over to Susan Schofield from CDM, who is
a contractor to EPA, and they were the folks

who prepared the remedial investigation and
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the feasibility study for this site.

And Susan's going to go over the
remedial investigation components .

MS. SCHOFIELD: Actuélly, I'm going to
talk about the site, the site description and
how the background of how the site got to be
known and hdw it got listed on the NPL.

First of all, I'm sure you're all pretty
familiar with the strategic parts of the
site, and 1I'll show.a figufe in the -- in a
few minutes that will show all that. The
site that.we're looking at, as the 0ld
Roosevelt Field contaminated groﬁndwater
site, is bordered by 0ld Country Road on the
north and Clinton Road to Ehe west. And
basically it's in the RooseveltvField Mall
area.

And it includes -- the site also
includes severalloffice buildings in the
complex, and also Hazelhurst Park, which is
the grassy strip that's along Clinton Road.
To the south of the site are a couple of
recharge basins, and also the -~ the two
Garden City supply wells that the mayor also

mentioned.
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The site background. The site was

originally an air field, and it was an air .

‘field from approximately 1911, in the very

early days of airplane flight, to 1951. And
the site included a fairly 1éfge.number of
buildings over the years tﬁat'were used as --
for various operations related to the air
field:._Flight schools, service places,
hangars for the airplanes to be parked in.

And during ;he two world wars, World
War I and World War II, the U.S. military.
used thé.site, and they dia various
operations with cleaning engines, repairing
engines, maintenance of airplanes that were
used during the war.

And following the war, especially World
War II, but actually following each war, the
airport area reverted to commercial use, and
that lasted up until 1951. And at that point
the area was developed, as it is currently
now, with tﬁe office complexes.and the mall.

Now, here is the figure that -- this is
an air photo, and this is 0Old Country Road
and this is Clinton Road. And the main

hangar buildings for the air field days were
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along the two roads. vSo they were just
adjacent in these areas that you see the
yellow boxes around, and that's about the
limits of where the buildings weré in the aif
field days.

These two features right here are the
two supply wells that we talked .about and the
recharge bésins. This is one.of the recharge
basins. - And the other fecharge basin is
right here, that I described. And of course
this is the mall area, which‘I'm sure you're
all familiar with that area.

Now, the contaminanté that we.see in the
groundwater arebcalled TCE, or’
trichloroethene, and tetrachloroethylene,
which is known as PCE. And you'il be hearing
these two terms for the rest of the
presentation on and off. So they're terms
that you should get used to hearing, TCE and
PCE.

And those are chlorinated sdlvents that‘
were created and invented for use in about
the 1940s, maybe 1938, '39, they'came into
use, and they were very commonly used for

things like degreasing and cleaning metal
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parts before they were painted.or before they
were put into -- for instance,'probably in
the air field, when the? maintained. the
aircraft or they repaired them, they would
clean the parts with soﬁe of these solvents._

And one of the interesting things is
that we have no real idea where the solvents
may have beenvused or disposed of from thé
air field days. We}ve not been able’to.
pinpoint any source of those, but we'll talk
about that a little bit more later.

So until 1951, we thiﬂk.the solvents
were probably used, at least to a small
extent -- we don't know exactly how much,
because it's'not really in the'récords, but
we -- since the contaminants are in thg
groundwater, we have to presume that there
was some disposal of them somewhere in the
area.

From about 1960 to 1985, when these --
the office complexes and fﬁe mall were.
developed, they used what were:called cooling
water wells that extractedﬁgroundwater that
was then put through fheir cooling systems

that they used mainly in the summer to cool

16
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the buildings, ahd then this water that
happened to be contaminated was then
recharged in a couple of different places in

the area, that actually we think spread the

contamination somewhat.

So that was a factor, these cooling
water wells, and they were used from about
the mid 1960s until about 1985, wheﬁ those
wells wére shut down and no longer used. As
I said, we're not sure exactly where disposal
of the chemicals happened or what the.éxact
routes of transport.of theée chemicals were.

Next slide.

There were several prgvious
inGestigaEions that we had evidence and data
from when we started the remedial
investigation, and those are at the bottom of
the slide. There wefe a couple of
significant studies that were done in the
1980s by both Nassau County Départment of
Health and the U.Si Geological Survey, and
these stﬁdies confirm that:there was these
two chemicdls, TCE and PCE, in the
gfoundwater.

So we use the results from those studies

17



10
11
12
13
14

15

©16 7

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

. 18
in the basis to plan the investigation that

Lisa will talk about in a couplé minutes.

The Garden City supply wells that we
talk about, they were put into service in
1953, So they were pumping, I think, pretty
coﬁtinuously since 1953, and they each had a
Capacity of about a million gallons a day.
So they're large pumping wells.  They pump a
lot of water, and they.have a‘big influence
on how the groundwater flows within the area
of where those wells are, which again we'll
talk about in a few minutes.

And now Lisa is going to talk a little

bit about the detail of the remedial

inyestigation that we conducted and the
specific work that we did out here, and.I'm
sure a lot of you probably saw the drilling
rigs that we had out here for gquite a‘while
when we were doing thé work.

MS. CAMPBELL: This slide -- going to
have a couple glides showing the geology of
the area. And this slide shows basically
it's a créss-section of the site area with
the north area being up by the Toyé R Us, 1if

you guys are familiar with that, and then the
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south sectién is down by Meadow Avenue. 19
And then the two Garden City pumping
wells are right here in the middle.
| So we -- there's three geologic units

that are in this area: The upper glacial

aquifer, which is approximately zero to

150 feet beldw—grpund surface; the Magothy

aquifer is approximately 150 to 450 feet
below ground surface, and then the Raritan
clay, which is what we are considering a
hydrologic barrier.

And in theé Magothy aquifer, we ;plit up
into two zones, the shallow, or the
intérmediate Magothy aquifer, and the deep
Magothy aquifér.

‘These two figures show groundwater flow
that was developed using a groundwater
ﬁodeling program.

MS. CARPENTER: Just as a note, if you

Can't see these, these are actually in the

handouts that were on your seats.

MS. CAMPBELL: There are a few of these‘
that were in the handouts and some of them
were in the proposed plan és well. So tﬁis

first one over to the left shows the site,
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and it's basically north is to the top, and
shows groundwater flow in the shallow aquifer
flowing to the south.

And the one on the right, it shows that

"the groﬁndwater flow in the Magothy aquifer,

which is tﬂe deepe: aquifer, and this --
where yoﬁ see the bull's eye right in the
middle, thése are the two Garden City wells,
10 and 11.

So what this shows is.that groundwater
is flowing south, and then being pulled into
thié ;rea over here, where the -- due to the
heavy éumping in those areas.

The purpose of the remedial

investigation was twofold. - One was to look -

" at the groundwater and do a groundwater

investigation that determined thé current
atrium extent of contaminants within the
groundwater aquifers. And the second reason
was to look at whether there were any
residual source of conﬁaminants in the areas
of those -- the hangars that we were showing
earlier along Clinton Avenue and 0ld Country
Road.

We did three types of activities during

20
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thét remedial investigation. iThe first one
was wﬁaﬁ we call groundwater screening, where
we collected discfete depth samples at
approximately -- several intervals within

each well zone, and those were collected

. anywhere from 30 feet below ground surface to

450 feet below ground surface.“And.we'used
these results to tr§‘t§ target where we were
going to put our well zones.

And then the second paft was to put in
multi-port monitoring wells. And just a
brief note on multi-port monitoring wells.
It's basically a wéll that's iﬁstalled and
it's able to sample.several different zones
within one_bore hole, without installing
several different wells.

So, for instancé, we have a total of 64
ports that we're abie to sample with a total
of eight wells, rather than 64 wells. 'So
that was a significant cost savihgs. And
then once we put the multi;port wells in, we

did several rounds of groundwater sampling

from those multi—ﬁort wells. We also sampled

ten existing wells that belong to Nassau

vCounty. They were in the shallow zone, and

21
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also the two Garden City Wells 10 and 11.

" And this is proposed plan figure Number
1. It's kind of hard to see up here; but
it'§ -- it's in your éroposed plan.

This is tﬁe mall area, again.

And we put in a background well up here,
here, here, here, here, here -- oops, down
there, and over here.

‘And so the extent is down. Up here is
0ld Country Road, and the background well is
up above that, and then this down hefe is
0ld -- I'm sorry, Meadow Road.

For the source area of soil gas
investigation, we made a grid throughout thg
whole site for the 158 screening locations.
At each locatién we took samples, soil gas
samples, at two depths:- One at 15 feet and
one at 35 feet. And that was in the area
above the water table. And so that's a -- é
total of 316 samples total.

And then we also collected soil gas
sampling around the perimeﬁer of two Garden
City Plaza buildings, and also.the building
at 100 Ring Road, and also a couple in

Hazelhurst Park.
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And this is also in your proposed plan,

'Figures 2 and 3, these two figures. So

they're kind of -- this shows the sampling.
Each one of these dots is a sampling location
where we took two different samples. And
then the second one shows the locations
around the -- the building. This is 100 Ring
Road. And theﬁ these are ﬁhe two Garden City
Piaza.buildihgs.

Once we got our results back, we looked

at them and came up with some -- some contour.

maps, which I'll show in a minute. But

basically for PCE, which is the

tetrachloroethylene, concentrations range
from non—deteét, which is -- means that it --
there was none found at a certain level, up
until -- up to 350 micrégrams per liter.

And the TCE concentrations ranged from

non-detect to 260 micrograms per liter.

And in general; the highest
concentrations were found in one area. It's
in what we call -- we're calling SVP/GWM 4,

and that is located in between Hazelhurst

Park and the -- the -- the office buildings.

And I'll show that in the next slide.
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Basically, the area of,contaminatibn
that was the highest was in the intermediate
aquifer zone, and that was anywhere from 250
to 310 feet deep. And this area was the area

that was used as a drain field and the

distilling well for disposal of the

contaminated cooling water that Susan
mentiéned earlier.

Okay. This -- I've gét to two slides,
one that shows PCE and one that shows TCE.'
The EPA maximum contaminant level for both of
these contaminants is 5 micrograms per liter.

So what this also shdws, and this is also in

"the handouts, it's kind of divided into‘three

different areas. This is the shallow zone,
the intermediate, Magothy zone, and the deep
Magothy =zone.

| So these lines are -- the outer line is
the 5 microgrém per liter contour, so

everYthing inside that line is above that

.reading. So this shows that the_highést

‘concentrations are in this Well 4. This is

the mall area. And these are the Garden City
Plaza area office buildings. This is Well 4.

So this right here is the highest
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concentration of PCE of 350 micrograms per

liter, and in the shallow zone the highest
was 15 micrograms per liter, and in the
deeper zone was 230 micrograms per liter.

And that's in the deeper -- I'm sorry, in the

'wells. The Garden City supply wells.

This next figure shoWs'Ehe same thing,
but it's showing the TCE concentrations.
Again shows the shallpw zone, the highest -
concentration was 20 micrograma per liter.
The highest concentration, again, was in that
intermediate zone. There are some high
concentrations in 4, but the highest
concentration was actually in one of the
Garden City wells at 260 micrograms per
liter. And in the deeper zone the highest
concentration was at 170 micrograms per
litexr. |

For thelsoil and gas screening results, .
again, of the 158 locations that we sampled, |
five of them exceeded the screen criteria,
and that's at the 15-foot level, and seven of
the locations exceeded screening criteria at
the’35—féet levél.

And if you can go to the next slide,
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this is also a handout that's better seen in

the handoutsj There are -- ggain, this shows
all ﬁﬁe sampling grids, and ali of the blue
dots that you see are the locatiqns that
exceea the screening criteria.

| So the -- the conclusions from the

groundwater investigation that we did are

"that PCE and TCE and its related compounds

are the sitefrelaﬁed compounds of concern.

The majority of the plume core -- when I
say the plume-cofe, I mean the highest levels
of concentration are 1ocated near Well
SVP/GWM 4 at approximately 250 to BIQ feet
below-gréund_sﬁrféce. Again, this is the
area that was formally used as drain field
and distilling well.

The southern -- the natural southeriy.
flow‘of groundwater aﬁd contaminaﬁts is to
ﬁhe south. And in the deep zoﬁe it's
ihterrupted by the large-scale pumﬁing at the
two Garden City‘supply wells, 10 and 11.

And it basicaily, the -- also, the VOC
contamination is shallower south of ﬁhe
Garden City supply wells, and this is likely

related to contaminant sources located south
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of this area.

Thé conclusions for the sourée.area
investigation, again, as you can see from
that figure with the blue dots, there is
little evidence gf residual sources lefﬁ in'
the -- the subsurface. And basically, in
order to look into that further, EPA
conducted some additional samples at some of
these sele;t locations to confirm that the
soil vapors were nof indicative of a.
contaminant source.

And Michael Sivak is going to talk about
that.

MR. SIVAK: Okay, I'm going to stand
over Here. Just to shift everybody's focus a
little bit. I'm.-- as Cecilia introduced me
ea;lier, I'm EPA's risk assessor, who's
helping out on this proﬁect.

So I'm going to talk about sort of some
of the other sampling that we've done and how
that sort of affects humaﬁ'health or what our -
conclusions from that might be:. This slide
here talks about the soil vapor sampling that
we conducted.

As Lisa mentioned, we did do a lot of
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s0il gas sampling, and those are soil gas

samples that are collected in sort of open
areas that may'noﬁ have buildings over them.

Once we -- incurred with that sort of
investigatioh,‘we also started on an

)

investigation to determine whethgr or not
vapors were collecting in buildings, beéause
that's an important factor as to whether or
not these vapors could actually collect
beneath buildiﬁgs, percolate up throqgh
cracks in the bﬁilding and the foundation,

and then get into the indoor air environment

in concentrations that ‘we would be concerned

. about.

So EPA started its vapor intrusioﬁ
samplingAby collecting soil vapors. We
collected_soil vapors both.from underneath
several commercial buildingé and then aléo
across a number of residential properties to
the west side of Clinton Road.

‘The spil vapor samplings on the
commercial propertiés invoiveditwo.phases.
The first phase began with éollecting just

the vapors beneath the buildings. We got

those results back, and down here you can see

f
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that we looked for both TCE and PCE. . The TCE

coﬁcentrationsvranged from about 3.9 up to
about 51 micrograms per cubic meter
underneath these building slabs.

Some of these.concentrations did exceed

our screening criteria. In fact, all those

‘results exceeded our screening criteria. And

" so that then prompted us to look at these

data and say, what this means is that.vapors
are collecting beneath the.slabs.

We don't realiy know what-that means as
far aé the indoor air goes, but we know that
the situations are such that the vapors are
migrating up from beneath -- from a
contaminated aquifer, and they are beginning
to collect beneath the building at levels
where we need to look at that a little more
closely, and I'll get to that in second.

We also looked at PCE results,
tetrachloroethylene, 'in this slab, and none
of those concentrations exceeded screening
criteria. Sd what we saw underneath the
Garden City Plaza off;ce buildings were just’
the TCE that was:starting to collect beneath

the slabs. That then triggered us to go into
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sort of this round‘2, this second -- this
second round of sub-slab vapor, Qhere we then
collected sub-slab and‘indgor air |
concentrations at the same time.

We wanted to see what was going on in
ﬁhe building at the same time that we could
see what was going on beneath the building as
well. So that's this result right here. The
indoor air samples exceed the New York State
Departmént of Health indoor air criteria for
TCE or PCE.

So .that's a very, very good pieée of
information for us to take.away, which is,
even though we're starting to see some vapors
collect beneath the slab, we are not seeing
any impact to indoor air at all._ We ére not
even seeing detections of these chemicals iﬁ
the indoor air in the commercial buildings.

As I said previouély, we can also
collect sub-slab soil gas samples from
beneath some residential properties on the
west side of Clintén Road. .

In fact, some of you may remember
Caroline from walking around the neighborhood

in that area trying to.get folks to volunteer
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for this effort. So we did colléct some PCE
and TCE samples. We did not have any |
exceeds, especially of TCE or PCE, above our
screening values in the sub-slab.

Next slide.

So while we are collecting the soil gas
sgmples and the sub-slab soil gas samples, we
were also collecting soils from the
commercial area as well. We colleéted 41
subsurface soil samﬁles. The réason we did
this was, Lisa mentioned before that we
are -- we were at this point in the process, -
we were still trying to figure out, could
there be residual source material that.could
continualiy be leaching éome»contamination to
the groundwater.

We collected thevsoil gas samples. Some
of these Lisa talked about. Some of those
did suggés; that we have -- we had some
vapors that were above our screening

concentrations.

We then went out and-collected more soil

ngas samples that we actually analyzed in

laboratories. We got those results back. We

also collected 41 subsurface soil samples on
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the commercial'property. And in those 41

‘subsurface soil samples, no VOCs were

detected in any of the samples.

The results of this investigation, the
results of the sub -- excuse mé, the soil gas
samplé, the screen samples; thé soil gas
samples that we set out for anélysis, and the
subsurface soil samples, all lead us to'
believe that there ié no residual sources

left on the property that will continue to

‘leach contaminant to groundwatér.

As part of the remedial investigation,
we also conducted a human health risk
assessment?

The purpose of the human health risk
assessment is to look at the data that we
generated at the site, the grogndwater data,
primarily the grbdndwater data, because we
didn't find it in the soil data -- primarily
the groundwater data Fo look at this, to

determine -- basically wé_are trying to

answer two questions with this process.

Those questions are: What are the risks

to people now if they're exposed to

contamination, and what are the risks to
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people in the future, in the absence of any
remediation, in the absence of any kind of
controls.

Well, the good news is that there are no

current exposures to contaminated

groundwater. Noﬁody is currently drinking
the contaminated groundwéter. So under the
way the site currehtly exists, tﬁere are no
current exposures to groundwater.

The next quesﬁidn‘that we try to answer
is what are the -- what might the risks be
undér potential future conditions if people
would be exposed to groundwater. Well, what
we -- what we are trying to do is, Qe're
trying to look at how people would be exposed
to the contamination undef'what we call
really maximum equéures, and what's the
highest exposure that someone is likely to
get if they were to have an exposure.

. So that's what we call a reasonable
maximum exposure. Forlexample, we can look

at residential exposure to be every day of

~ the year for approkimately 30 years.

S50 you're drinking about two liters of

water every day for 30 years. That is sort
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of our reasonable maximum exposure. For

drinking groundwater. For 'drinking water.
So we look at ingestion. ‘We also look
at inhalation of these chemicals while we're

showering, because that -- that may be a

" pathway that we need to look at. We also

look at dermal contact with site groundwater.

Your skin is exposed to this, what‘might the

risks be for these Chemiéals upon dermal
cpntact.

Basically, the conclusions of this was
that under potential futufé exposures .to TCE
and PCE in the groundwater, these risks
exceed EPA guidelines for acceptable levels
of risk. So that then leads us to the next
step in the process, which is the feasibility
study, which‘Caroline willAtalk abqut.

MS. KWAN: Take all these back together
with the remedial investigations that Lisa
mentioned, the risk assessment that Mike and
his staff have prepared, cqnducted. Next
step is developing feasibility study, which.
Angela has méntioned before.

And the purpose of it is to come up with

some cleanup alternative to meet some of
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the -- some of the action objectives that we
have set aside, and these remedial action
objectives is to prevent aﬁd minimize
potentiai and current and future human
exposure, including inhalation, ingestion,
dermal contact with the contaminated
groundwater that eiéeed the maximum
contaminant level, minimize the potehtial for
off-site migrétion of groundwater with the
VOC contamination greater than that the
drinking water and MCLs; to reétore the
groundwater to beneficial use within a
reasonable time frame as specified by our
law, and mitigate site-related vapor
miérating into commercial buildings, if
necessary.

_ The maximum contaminant level for_these’
fourkchemicals, PCE, TCE, l,l—dichloroethene,_
and cis-1,2-dichloroethene, are all 5
micrograms per liter.

Now, with thig -- from the alternative
that we're developing, the'cleaper
alternatives, we use criteria that's mandated )
by Superfund law, and these criteria are,.

first and foremost, overall protection of



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

~ 19

20

21

22

23

24

25

humén health and the environment,.complignce
with abplicable and relevant and appropriate
requirements, ARARs. Long-term effectiveness
and permanence, reduction of toxicity, and
mobility and volumé of ‘waste and hazards‘——
and hazard. |

Short-term effectiveness. How
implementable this remédy is. The cost is a
factor. The state concurrence, and of course
the community acceptance of this remedy.

Now, EPA also mandated that we.evaiuate
a no-action alternative. Under this
no-action alternative is a baseline for
comparisonvwith other alterhatives that we
were -- we will, you know, present later on.
And this -is -- for this no-action

alternative, no action.is to be taken to

prevent exposure to the contamination at the

site.

As part of this no-action alternative,

"we will also conduct a five-year review,

because contaminant is left on site for more
than five years.
Now, under Alternative 2, we were

monitoring institutional control. We will do

36
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some sort of long-term monitoring program to

sample and to perform.any new sampling of the
seven existing multi—éort wells that we
install, and two'of the Naésau County single
screen well, to track.the contaminated water
over time,'to make sure that tﬁe drinking
water standards numbe:s are being met-

We will also institute a -- to restrict
some future groundwater usé for the site.
And we will aléo prepare a site management

plan to ensure that we have proper management

of the monitoring programs, and the

institutional controls and component of this

remedy, ‘of this alternative.

Again, five-year review will also be
éonducted at the end of five years, because
céntaminant will be left over, in or on site,
for over fivé years.

Now, for Alternative 3,. we have
groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment,
pump and treat. First, a pre-design
investigation to include at least -- to
install three new multi—ﬁort wells and do
some sorf of groundwater modeling.

We will also, based on the result of
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this design investigation for this new

multi—port.weil -- we will also install,
could be one extraction well, could bé a
number of extraction weils{and a treatment
system to treat the contaminant groundwater
and discharge the recharge'basin.

As part of'this alternativé, we will
also evaluate the wellhead treatment at
Garden City supply wells, 10 and 11. Again,
we will conduct a -- we will insﬁitufe
control to restrict futuré groundwater use of
this site.

Again, a site management plan will be
prepared to manage all the components of this
alternative.

Again, a long-term monitoring. We will
also conduct sampling of the existing well
and the newer -- newer wells. The
monitoring -- the plume movement. Again,
five-year review will also be conducted
because contaminant will be left at site for
over five years.

As pért of this alternative, we will
also continue to monitor.fér vépor intrusion

by going back to commercial building, and do
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some -- a sub-slab and indcor air sampling. :

As part of this Alternative 3; the pump
and treat, we will also preparé a contingency
plan. This contingency plan will be
implemented in the event that Gardeﬁ City
Well 10 and 11 pumping rates are reduced or
are permanently taken out of service. Tﬁis
contingency plan will include installation 6f
a new well in the vicinity of Garden City
wells,-and’an ex-situ treatment, treating
¢ontaminated water.

Now, the cost. With Alternétive i,
which is of course no action, which we have
zero cost, zefo annual O&M cost{ operation
and @éintenance cost.

qu Alternative 2, our capital cost for
the monitoring, the annual monitﬁring, is
$300,000. And the annual operation and
maintenance of this monitoring program fof

the first 25 years will be'$150,000. After

.25 years, since the plume -- based on our

current modeling effort, plume size will be
reduced, so our monitoring network will be

reduced, so we got reduced to $110,000.

Alternative 3, the capital cost will be
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$6.2 million. Again, the annual monitoring

cost is increased to $850,000 from
Alternative 2, because we haVé more
monifqring wells that we are going to
monitor, plus we will do a foréed 6peration
of the existing extraction.well thgt-we put
in piace in the treatment planﬁ.

Again, monitoring nétwdrk’will be
reduced after seven years to $790,000,
because the'plume size will be reduced after
25 years. Again, if we are going to do a
contingency plan; $5.6 million will be added

onto Alternative 3 if we need to implement

' the contingency plan. Another $5.6 million

will be added to thiS'Guz capital cost.
Again, like we explained, .through the
criteria evaluations and the assessments of
the risk assessments and the inclusion of the
remedial actions, remédial investigations, we

have proposed, EPA proposed, we would -- you

.know, Alternative 3 will treat the

contaminated water and pump it to the
recharge basin. I mean,'pump,'you knbw, pump
the discharge, the clean water to the

recharge basin.
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This alternative -- again, let me

reiterate. We would start with a pre-design
specification to iﬁclude at least three new
multi-port wells and do some sort of
groﬁndwater médeling tobfiné—tﬁne the common
influence of this extraction well that we're
going to install to treat Ehe contamiﬁated
groundwater.

‘Again, we're going to evaluate the
Qellhead treatment at two Garden City supply
wells, and‘we.will aiso institute control to
restrict the future of groﬁndwater use at Ehe
site. Again, the ;ite management plan will
be prepared to take ;— té make sure we
propérly manage all the components of this a
alternative.

Again, this long-term monitoring again
is the annual monitoring of these wells
that -- in the area, to assure that the plume
is actually shrinkihg. Again, five-year
reviéw wili be performed...At the end of five
years, because tﬁe contaminant ‘is still --
will be left, you know, still after five
yeafs.

Again,. we will continue to monitor for
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vapor intrusion at.the commercial building,
like doing an indoor air commercial
bﬁildings. |

I would like to turn this over to the
Garden City Water Distfiét for their
presentation.

_SﬁPERINTENDENT KOCH: Thank you,
Cafoline. Just want to see if anyone can see
this picture right here. It's actually --
I'm Frank Koch, by thg way, superintendent of
water in the Village of Garden City. 1I'll be

talking about treatment systems. And when we

do, just want to emphasize --. the water, the

tap water is safe to drink. Okay?

Now, we have provided safe drinking

. water to the people. We've tested it for 30

years. We've taken-severél samples, those
collected for lab analysis thousands of
gallons of watér to make sure that the water
meets our drinking standards.

We tested monthly. Several times we
have tested weekly. For two .years we tested
daily, just to ensure that we provide a éafe
water.

Should any time the water exceed any

42
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limit, the protocol would be to actually take

the'wellvas a system, provide proper
treatment, and put it back in the system.

So, as the mayor statgd, we've removed
contaminants since 1987, 20 years, using our
first VOC removal treatment. »It's_the tower
on the left -- not that it matters, tﬁey both
look the same -- to remove‘the VOCs, volatile
organic.compounds,'the PCEs and the TCEs that
these guys were talking -about.

As levels slowly climbed, we had t§
upgrade our sysfemsn We actually.had.to dé
threé major upgrades in the '90s alone.
Capital costs spent by the village at clinton
Road is 2.24 million. Operation maintenance
including lab analysis and plant monitorings
and filter replacementé, among power
replacements,.l.S miliion.~

So you can see, even past.20 years,
we've had -- we spent a lot of money already.
Future looks very similar. We'have 46 years,
according to the .report. We would have to
feplace our current system; our current
treatment system, three more times, okay, and

those capital costs will be $5.4 million, in
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today's present world, and the O&M would be

$8.6 million.

The Village is committed to provide safe
water to the public, but we need the UéPA's
help and we need tﬁe respoﬁsible party of thé
U.S. Navy to help ﬁs as well. Thank you.

MS. CARPENTER: I think we have got one
more speaker. You? So this is Dennis
Kelleher, who' is consultan; to the Water
Dispriét.

MR. KELLEHER: Good evening. Dennis
Kelleher, from H2M Corporation, vice
president. We've been the consulting
engineers for the Village-Water Department
for probably about 25 years. We reviewed the.
feasibility study, and we would like to make
a couple comments tonight and maybe raiéé a
couple questions that we would like the EPA
to respond to, either tonight or in the
future. |

Each of the three alternatives that have
been presented have assumed that the
Village's water.supply wells 10 ana 11 and
the stripping facility will be part of the

remedial solution. 1In the past, New York
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State DTC and New York State Health

Department have stated that public water
supplies cannot be part of the remedial

strategy for cleaning up the groundwater

contamination.

The Village disagrees, and we disagree
with the EPA's approach at this point, and we
wouid like the EPA to explain how they can
allow the water éupply to_really be pé;t of
the remedial action. .

The report also states that the EPA is
requesting the Village to provide at least
two years' advanced_notice before the wells
are shut down or the pumpage is reduced.

Tﬁis will allow EPA to put in a pump and
treaﬁ the system. The Village cannot do
that. They'ré running a water treatment
system. They have to‘provide public water to
the community on a daily basis. They do not
have the luxury of having a notice where they
can say, Oh, we're going to have a problgm
two years from now,' A problem may occur
today and they will have to shut those wells
down immediately.' So‘there is no way they

can give the EPA two years; notice.

>
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'We feel that the solution is. that the
EPA has to assume that those wells will not
be used in the future. Again,'the Villége's
main purpose is to provide a safe énd

reliable source of drinking water and water

‘for firefighting to the community.

The report also included an evaluation
of ;he three alternatives, and part of that
evaluation included a cost effective
analysis. The first alterna;ive, which was‘

just discussed, is the no-action alternative,

and it -- in the report it's stated that this
cost -- excuse me, this alternative will have
no cost.

Well, that's no cost to the EPA.

However, it's a significant cost to the

Village of Garden City taxpayers, as Frank

- Koch has already explained.

So in addition to the money that has
already been sbent iﬁ the last 20 years,
providing treatment at the wellhead, the
report states that additional treatment will
be needed for the next 46 years, an& we
estimate that the total cost to be over

$14 million.

46
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The question we're aéking EPA is, who is
going to reimburse thé Viliage for the moheys
that have already been spent? And the secoﬁd
part of the question is; who is going to pay
for the cost of future treatment? So ‘I just
want that to be clarified.

Our firm has had the éxperience in
dealing with projecﬁs where thé'U.S. Navy has
contaminated the groundwater on Long Island,
and there has been situations where the
Department of Defeﬁse has paid for treatment.

So the question is, you know, will the

 federal government reimburse the Village for

their.expenées.

Arnd our final comment -is, the report
really had no schedule for implementation,
and if a schedule for implementation could be
provided to the Villagé. Thank you.

MS. ECHOLS: Thank you.

MS. CARPENTER: Is that everybody from

‘the Village that wanted to.speak?

MR. KELLEHER: Yes.

MS. CARPENTER: Before we get into the

questions and answers, just so you know how’

you can contact us, on this slide, which will

47
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remain up, and information is always

available in the proposed plan on how you can
send us comments. ‘

Caroline Kwan, who is the project
manager, her phone number and her e-mail
address is on this slide, asiis Cécilia's.
And we.also have a Web site and the addréss
is in the proposed plan that wére part of the
handouts, where we can get copies of
tonight's presentatioﬁ and the proposed plan.

And thét Web address is at the bottom of
the slide and it's also in the proposed plan.

So at this'point I'd 1like to open up fpr
any questions that you may have.

MS. ECHOLS: Please state your:name.
again.

MR..KOCH: Frank Koch. Can you start
with some of the questions.that‘Ed has asked
about providing funds?

MS. CARPENTER: The water system -- one
of the comments that you made was that the
water system is being used-as part of the
remedy. What ;e had to do was look at the
current existing conditiong, and currently,

the fact of the matter is, the Village of
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Garden City is pumping these two wells at

somewhere between 800,000 to
2 million gallons a day, given seasonal
variations. That is a -- that's a fact.-

So we've héd to.look at that and try to
see what we could do working around that
facf, and not introduce anything that could
negatively impact the Qater supply in this
area. |

If the Village were to téke.these two
wells off line pefmanently, that would
certainly allow us to extract water at a
higher rate, pbtentially to other remedial
alternatives, but we are looking at a site-

where groundwater contamination and the two

supply wells are -- they're hand and glove.

And the remediation system that we put
in, weldon't want fo negatively impact the
Village's ability to use that groundwater as
part of their distribution system.

So there's‘a careful'baléncing act that

has to be accounted for.

We will be working very closely with the

Village and their consultants during this

process to assure that we are not causing a

49
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problem to the public water supply.

I understand the issue of not being able

to provide two-year notice, a timely notice.

Sometimes that is not possible on the
shutdown. Where we envision that kind of
notice is if tﬁe Village is considering
taking these wells out of service on a
permanent basis, it would be véry helpful to
us to have that informgtioh as-early in the
process as is possiblé, to try and accelerate
our normal, somewhat lengthy design process.

We are looking at designing our
contingency remedy concurfently with our
proposed remedy, so that wé have the design
aﬁailable and we do not have to go out and do
that at the 11th hour, should it become
necessary. So we Qill have that design
available to us.

Reimbursement.

Under fhe Superfund statute, it was
never envisioned - that aétually is in the
preamble to the national contingency plan,
and I know Leilani, who is_our coﬁnsel,
probably knows the statute, certainly knows

the statute better than I do. The -- the
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Superfund program was never. intended to be a
drinking watér program. _We are a hazardous
waste site cleanup program.

As such, we have been unable to provide
reimbursement to towns for‘costs that they
have incurred in the past. What we can do is
provide éome assistance with, for example;
upgrades to the welihead treatment.

So we will be working, again, with the
Village to identify what those needs are,
what the capital costs afe of those needs as
they.relate to the site contamination.

So_for example, if there is a fuel oil
spill, that is precluded from Superfund. But
the TCE contamination and PCE contamination
that we'&e identified as site related and of
concern will certainly be a basis for EPA
being able to work with the Village for

future -- I don't know what the proper word

is, upgrades, for lack of a better word, to

the existing treatment system.. So I think I
covefed the  three major points.

Yes? No? %

Oh,.the schedule. Yes, as soon as --

we ---the next -- once we get a record of

51
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_decision and we put together a remedial

design work plan for our contractors, we'll
be happy to provide sort of a schedule and

set up meetings to discuss where we're going,

"because your input is going to be necessary

for us to succéssfully put the remedial in

place and have it operate with minimal impact

to the community.

MR. KELLEHER: .So you're saying thap if
the Village wants to be reimbursed for costs
they’&e already outlaid, plus operational
cosﬁ in the future, they ‘have to sue the
Departmen; of Defense.

MS. CARPENTER: What I'm sort of saying
is that EPA Superfund progfam cannot
reimburse those costs; but I wi}l turn it
over to Leilani to add to that.

'MS. DAVIS: There's an ongoing potential
party --‘responsible party search cufrently
for the site, and I have béen looking at some
historical documents related to the air.
field. And if you certainly uncovered any
documents tﬁat show evidencé of the Navy
using any of these contaminants of céncern,

TCE or PCE, at the air field, please give me
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your card, because I definitely would like to
take a look at whatever documents you have.
But we are still currently investigating and

trying to do a responsible party search right

now, but we have not officially named anyone

yet dt the site.

MR. KELLEHER: I'm just surprised, jusé
with that last statement, just with some of
the stuff. So you're éaying that the
Departmeﬁt of Defenée --

MS. DAVIS: No, has nét vet been
ﬁotified, no. But if you have any, as I
said, historical_documénts that show actual

usage of those chemicals at the air field,

please, I'11 give‘Yoﬁ my card at the end of

this meeting, and you can make copies and

send them to me. That would -- I would be

‘very interested in that.

SUPERINTENDENT KOCH: That might be the
first place to look after the déscription of
what they dia there, and the cleaning..

MS. CARPENTER: We've been looking at
all the existing --

‘MS. DAVIS: The problem is, there is

circumstantial evidence and there is actual
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evidence, and the problem is a lot of what's
out there is pretty ci;cumstan;ial. ‘And
also, as anyone who knows any ﬁistory of the
Alr Force -- excuse me, of the air field,‘it
wasn't just the military. There were lots of
private companies that did aircraft fepair
and maintenance all along the air strip. It
operated between 1911 and 1951. There were
several years when the military wasn't
involved at all. -

So if you have any information about
those companiesi too; we wéuld absolutely

love to look at it, and make copies and

‘please send them to me.

MS. CARPENTER: Yes.

MR. SMITH: This request for
information -- |

MS. ECHOLS: .Would you stéte your name,
please?

MR. SMITH: Cyril Smith, resident of
Garden City. Does this inﬁormation from the
attorney deal with only going back to the
1920s and '30s as the air field and avi;tion
situations éxisted?

"MS. DAVIS: No. I mean, if you have any
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information in your possession regarding

operations of the air field at all, I
would --

MR. SMITH: Well, this is prior to that.
During the Spanish American War, that wa§ a
military base, and an enormous amouﬁﬁ.of'
munitions was put there before the troops
left for Cuba. I don't know precisely where.

MS. DAVIS: The problem with that is,
;hat might be- very interesting; but PCE and

TCE were not in usage during .the Spanish

"American War. The earliest usage, I believe,

is the '30s.  The '305:.

MR. SMITH; Have  there been any other
contaﬁinants beep tested there on the ground?
I don't know what happens wifh burnt
gunpowdéf after the rain has passed into the
soil. |

MS. CARPENTER: The -- this site was
listed on the national priorities list on the
basis of. the groundwater contamination that
was being detected in the drinking water
supply Wellsq and through the Nassau County

Department of Health investigations into

'groundwater.
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Now, these contaminants are volatile

organic compounds, and those wérebtested for,
including their degradation products. The
other complicating factor at tﬁis site, and
one of the reaséﬁs we suspect we have not
found a distinct source area, is the amount
of demolition and regradihg, construcﬁi?n,
that has occurred in this area, between
taking down the. old airfield barracks,
turniné those -- draining'that area, turning
it back into a mall or into an office
building complex.

So this is not like some of our
industrial sites, that if yoﬁ've been to some
ouf other meetings here where we have a dry
well or an acid-leaching pit or cesspool, and
we know the exact location.

So the odds of finding anything distinct
in that soil is -- is pretty slim.  What we

would probably be able to find are the

contaminants normally found with tarmac. You

will find some of the fuel components from
cars sitting on the parking lots.

So again, these -- groundwater

contamination is the focus of this site. Tt
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public wells are tested for a large range of

: 57
is a groundwater contamination site. We did

not see anything really untoward in the
information we have’on this site, and
certainly nothing that -- that's news to us
about the Spanish Americén War;‘but I'm hot
sure what wou1d be left from that ;ime
period.

MR. SMITH: You're saying the spectrum
of the testing dealt oniy with the chemical
related?

MS. CARPENTER: The testing at this site

pfedominantly dealt with the chloriﬁated

solvents, because that is what got this site
listed on the national priorities list. This
is a groundwater contamination area site that

we suspect 1s associated with the activities

" of the 01ld Roosevelt Field site.

MR. SMITH: I understand that. So the
specfrum coverea just the ranges you're
discussing rather than 6ﬁtside of those
parameters?

MR. MILES: Just as a side note, the

chemicals. 1It's a very large range of

different chemicals and different times. So
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you would have seen -- if it was something

that was really getting into the drinking
water, we would have seen it.

MS. CARPENTER: Yes, sir;

MR. BELLMER: Bill Bellmer, Garden City
resident. o

50 years ago they stopped using the
sol&ents, 1951, roughly, and for the last 50
years‘the Garden City wells have pumped a
million galloné a day, possibly, not from the
beginning, but now, and yet the contamination
doesn't seem to be down; it seems to go up.

Can you explain that in a littlé more
detail?

MS. CARPENTERé Actually, if you looked
at the remedial investigation, the

groundwater contamination in the -- say in

the north ehd of the site back in the '80s

was as_high as, I believe;-28,000 parts per
billion, or micrograms'per iiter.

And that migrated southward toward the
Garden City supply wells, which is why you
saw that the contaminant levels at.tﬁe supply
wells started to eievate. ‘So as that water

moved from that pdint down toward the wells,
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you will see that increase when you're

testing the wells, which is why the Village
has had to do éhese repeated upgrades. |

Sa that was. the natural progfession,'as
Lisa pointed out, is in a southerly
direction. But.then when you come into the
area of influence of those two pumping weils,
because they are withdrawing so ﬁuch water,
they will attract, so to speakf They're
going to pull that water ini So that's why
you saw thelnumbéfs go up.

At the same time those numbers are going
up, they're going down elsewhere.

MR. BELLMER: How much more water
besides the million gallons a day that the
Village is pumping would the remediation pump
on top of that?

MS. CARPENTER: I'm going to»turn that
over to -- Susané

Mé. SCHOFIELD: 150.

MR. MATTﬁEw: 150 gallons per minute.

MR. - BELLMER: What does that translate
to? Just from portion of'whatﬁwe are
pumping, what percent was that?

MR. KELLEHER: They would probably only
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pump 10 percent.

MR. BELLMER: Then why bother even doing:
it, instead 6f letting the Village keep on
pumping -- |

MS. CARPENTER: What we are trying to do
is'keep that one area that Lisa was pointing
out in that A}ea 4 from impacting the Village
wells. So it willl-— it's a very valid point
yéu're making. If we did nothing, that
no-action, while the Village would continue
to incur costs -- and I'm sensitive to

that -- if we did nothing, it would

' eventually be drawn into those wells and it

would be dealt with, because they have a

really good track record in this village of

‘dealing with this.

But that isn't the point of the
Superfund program. We don'ﬁ think tﬁat the
d;inking,water supply wells should be used in
this manner. So this remedy is trying to
balance the need to withdraw the water for
public use and not have that additional
éontamination Qet there.

So ‘we are trying to draw that, create a

sort of low flow zone in that area, and treat
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that water, and then put it back into the

recharge basin, so that it isn't just lost to
waste.

MR. BELLMER: Would you create another
recharée basin or use one of the existing
ones?
. MS. CARPENTER: At the present time we:
are looking at using one of the existing
ones. |

MR. BELLMER: Lastly, one more thing,
the cost of it. Is the cost of tﬁe |
electricity for pumping at.all significant?

MS. CARPENTER: ‘I believe it is pretty
significant out here in Long Island.

It's in-that O&M cost. 1It's part of
that.

MR. BELLMER: Thank you.

MS. CARPENTER: Yes, sir.

MR. QUIGLEY: Can I talk about my
pfoduct? Inappropriate?

MS. CARPENTER: You,c;n -- no, you
can --

MR. QUIGLEY: -- public record?

MS. CARPENTER: Absolutely.

MR. QUIGLEY: Do you mind? .  Briefly?
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MS. CARPENTER: Yeah, because it might

be a little more technical.

MR. QUIGLEY: It's not.

My names is James Quigley, and I'm with
Barnes Environmental (phonetic), and we.Qere

chatting before about our technology. And I

think the door is closed on the opportﬁnity

for this particular site, but I éhought it
woﬁld be good if everybody in the foom know a
little about how technology for future -- or
perhaps to remediate some of the problems at
this particular éite,.because it sounds like
there's some need for some seamless operation
between waﬁer and soil. And I think we may
have a product that-would be a solution.

I spoke to some people in tﬂe Water
Department, may be avoiding mé. I don't
know. ‘

SUPERINTENDENT KOCH: No, Jim, not at
allf

MR. QUIGLEY: Our technology is now a

' technology that migrates té the soil and

n.

breaks down the VOCs that we discussed. Not
by brand, but all. One of the issues that we

might have is how do we get it to the
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contaminant,_4OQ feet below.

‘Well, I doﬁ't.know, but it sounds like
you have a hotbspot. I think we could treat
the hot spot. Our product; unlike the

five-year review, when our product hits the

contaminant, it remediates it. That might be-

intereétiné to:you folks who are concerned
about the contaminant and ;he treating; It
sounds a litﬁle like something that was done
a long time ago, going very far down in soil,
trying to treat stuff and bring it up and do
it every five years.

Just seems to me that utilizing
nanotechnology, which sounds a little more
what folks are going to do remediating, is
more practical and more in }ine with what you
might want to dé on future sites,Aor maybe
even treat part of the existing site that you
haven't gotten with your pump-and-treat
system, with our technology, which will treat
the PCE and TCE, all thé VOCs.

So I thought that might be interesting
for whatever is here.

By the way, we have contracts with the

army. We have contracts with the navy. We

63
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have contracts with TPA. And I'll refer that -

conta;t to you folks.

Thanks. My name is Jim Quigley.

Mé. CARPENTER: Thank‘you, Mr. Quigley.
We will be in tpucﬁ with -- Mr. Quigley is
going go give us some contact information.

.Yes, ma'am.

MS. RUGGIERC: Hi. Barbara. Ruggiero,
Garden City resideﬁt, and as I;m looking at
the handout in terms of a time frame --
because I noticed Ehat you were [inaudible]
but it's listing ten years from water
extraction.

MS. SCHOFIELD: Yes. -What we did to
create that alternative was use the
groundwater model, and the groundwater model

was used to look at the contamination that we

had mapped, that were from the figures that

. Lisa talked about. And thé model then looked

at what would happen if we put in extraction
wells in different parts of the contamination
ana extracted watér at different rates, and
how long it would také to extract the water

so that it was below EPA'sAMCL, or maximum

contaminant level.

64
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And the preliminary groundwater model

showed that it would be about ten years of
pumping of the extraction well that EPA would

put in to bring the water in that area near

‘that SVP 4 location near the Garden City

Plaza parking 1ot( to bring that level down
to within the MCL.

So that -- so that the —; the
alternative was envisioned that pumping would
occur at the extraction well for aﬁout ten-
years.

' MS. RUGGIERO: Is there any way to
shorten that time frame, out of curiosity?

MS. SCHOFIELD: That's what would be
done as part of the design, part of the
pré—design investigation that Caroline
described, that we would put in a coﬁple more
wells so that we would have a little bif

,

firmer idea of exactly where the
cgntamination'is, and then the groundwater
model would be used again fo determine what
the best setup would be for extraction wells.
And one of ﬁhe primary concerns that we

had looked at this alternative was that we

not put in an extraction well for the remedy



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

that EPA's looking at. that would impact the
two supply wells.

So we were really constrained with where

we could put wells and at what rate we could

pump them so that we would not iﬁpact the
water that was beihg extracted for the -- the
use by the Village residents for their
drinking water.
~ But that's one thing that would be

really refined in the design stage, would be
to determine what was the best arfangement of
the number of extraction wells that EPA would
use and whethér they would be placed and how
much they would pump. |

Mé. RUGGIERO: Would they -only be placed
on public land or anybody's private land, out
of curiosity?

MS. CARPENTER: I think right now they
have -- well, all those parcels are owned
By -- by private entities, probably with the
gxception of Hazelhurst Park, which might be
a municipal.

MS. KWAN: Village.

MS. CARPENTER: So it's more than likely

that we will be putting at least some of this
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treatment system on privately owned property.

MS. RUGGIERO: How long does the design
phase last? Did you do a study on that?

MS. KWAN: A year. Could be a year to

do the -- to do the pre-design investigation
and come up with a -- you.know, a -- a
design.

MS. RUGGIERO: Right.
MS. KWAN: A year, a year time frame.

MS. RUGGIERO: I noticed on the

feasibility study cost analysisvthere was a

contingency plan noted with'an asterisk, and
that made the numberé jump'up another five.
What is the contingency plan?

f MS. CARPENTER: That was -- as Caroline
was explaining, the confingency is should the
two wells be taken out of service. That
would be sort of a trigger.

And that would be to actuaily increase
the extraction and the treatment system to
kind of compensate as mugh as is possiﬁle for
taking_something that iargg out éf. So
that's why the costs jump drastic%ily.

MS. RUGGIERO: If we take the wells out

of service, where do they get the water from?
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SUPERINTENDENT KOCH: It .would be very

difficult. You guys look at the map of the
Village of Garden City, two dots all the way
to the east, that's the wells we're talking

about. Just in case not everyone knows. .

The -- those two are kind of in an
island of their own. If you look at how much
they can -- it's one system, but let's face
it, the water from'tho;e wells supply that
eastern section.. If we were ﬁo lose thoée
wells, put . two more wells somewhere else.

So, I guess the answer is, I guess maybe
this can't be Superfund either, but if you
really want éhose wells, we have no problem
moving those wells down further.

Of course --

MS. CARPENTER: The difficulty in

placing any wells is going to be ensuring

that you're not in another area with a
problem.
SUPERINTENDENT KOCH: Of course.
MS. CARPENTER: So there's a lot‘of

homework to be done on that, but if

there's -- if the Village decides that they

‘are going to move those wells elsewhere, then
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yes, we would certainly like to talk to you

“about --

MR. KELLEHER: You can take that money
and just give it to the Village.

MS. éARPENTERi Are you going to bake me
that cake? .

MR. KELLEHER: .For five aﬁd a half
million; I will.

MR. BELLMER: Oné more question; I
alwéys thought that the.coptaminants sort of
flqated on top of the groundwater. When the
presentation for the Hempstead gas plant wés
g;ven, the coal tar was said to ride on top
of the groundwater, 35 feeﬁ. bo'you know how
this stﬁff ever got so deep?

MS. CARPENTER: Some grouﬁd contaminants
are what you call floaters. They sit on top
of .the water. Some are sinkers. They go to
the bottom. But the easiestvexplanation in
this case is, they got so deep because thé
wells that are pumping, 10 and 11, are quite
deep. They're drawing. So what happens is
it pulls it éown. So that's --

MS. SCHOFIELD: 1In addition,_keeping in

mind that throughout the '60s, '70s and half
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of the '80s, there were a lot of cooling

water wells. I think we were about eight or
nine cooling water wells in that office
complex area that drew a lot of water. 1In
fact, probably comparablevamopntsvdf water
during the summer to what the supply wells
pump, and they really pulléd the
contamination down.

MS. CARPENTER: Any other questions?
For anybody who did not want to ésk a
question in this type of forum tonight,
again, there are alternati&e ways of

providing us with your comments. The public

- comment period does end September 20. So if

ybu can'get us youf comments, we would
greatly appreciate it.

And I woﬁld like to thank all of you for
coming out tonight, and we appréciaté your |
input. And we will be here for another few
miﬁutes, for a little bit, in case anyb§dy
has questions. Please féel free to come up
and ask us. Th%nk you all for coming..

(Time noted: 8:45 p.m.)
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September 18, 2007

100 Hilton Avenue E403
Garden City, NY 11530

Ms. Caroline Xwan

Remedial Project Manager

NY Remediation Section

US Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway 20th Floor :
New York, New York 10007-1866

Dear Ms. Kwan,
I attended the meeting at the Garden City Village Hall on

Tuesday, September 1lth, but had to leave after your excellent
presentatlon and before the comment period.

However, any type of contamination to our ground water is
very sericus and not only 1mpacts the health of many people
but also endangers our precious water supply.

Since we, the residents of Garden City, did not cause this
serious proplemjm- we implore the EPA to clean this mess up
for us. The owners of this property that is causing the
contamination from the US Navy to the present owners should
be held responsible. However, this should not stop immediate
funding from the EPA to help your taxpayers in serious need.

Thank you for your kind attention to this matter,

Sincerely,

%ochelle Dowling '






